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PRESCHOOL EDUCATION AS A FACTOR IN 
FIRST-ŒIADE PERFORMANCE OF 
MIDDLE-CLASS CHILDREN
The re la tio n sh ip  of socioeconomic s ta tu s  and school achievement 
has been the  sub jec t of recu rren t research  during th e  l a s t  s ix ty  years 
( e .g . ,  B ere ite r & Engleman, I 966 ; Davis, 1948? Deutsch, 1963; 
Giammatted, 196?; H avighurst, I 964; Mayer, I 96I ;  Neighbours, I 9IO and 
Van Denburg, 1941)* P ositive  re la tio n sh ip s  between socioeconomic 
s ta tu s  and vocabulary, a rith m etic  a b i l i ty ,  reading  a b i l i ty ,  p e rcep tu a l-  
motor development, and hea lth  and personal adjustm ent were co n s is ten tly  
found in  th ese  and o ther s tu d ie s . Early childhood curriculum planners, 
cognizant of th ese  s tu d ie s , have developed preschool programs w ith  th e  
socioeconomic s ta tu s  of th e  ch ild  in  mind (B u tle r, 1970; Weber, I 969) . 
Preschool education p lanners, having examined m iddle-class values—th e  
c ru c ia l fa c to rs  o f verbalism , p a ren ta l s tim u la tio n  and co n tro l, 
com petition, achievement m otivation, perfection ism , and o rie n ta tio n  
to  the  fu tu re—have t r i e d  to  s a tu ra te  the  preschool program w ith  th is  
clim ate in  hopes th a t  i t  would fo s te r  advanced development fo r  middle- 
c lass  ch ild ren . However, a controversy has emerged over what early  
childhood experience should provide young ch ild ren  of d iffe re n t 
socioeconomic backgrounds. Elking (1969) s ta te s  th a t  a  b a t t le  e x is ts  
between " t ra d i t io n a l  m iddle-class preschool teach ers  who see preschool 
education as development w ith in , and the  new breed of preschool 
workers who see preschool education as enforcement from without
1
2(Elkind, 1969, p . 322) ."  Elkind designates th e  former o rie n ta tio n  as 
enrichment and th e  l a t t e r  as in s tru c tio n . He describes th e  c o n flic t as 
e x is tin g  between those who advocate enrichment fo r  m iddle-class ch ild ren  
and those who advocate in s tru c tio n  fo r  low er-class ch ild ren . The en­
richment p o s itio n  holds th a t  read iness i s  a phenomenon determined by 
th e  c h i ld 's  own r a te  o f development and th a t  academic in s tru c tio n  adds 
ad d itio n a l p ressu res upon th e  m iddle-class ch ild  to  th a t  already re ­
ceived in  h is  home. The in s tru c tio n  p o s itio n  holds th a t  ea rly  
s tim u la tio n  r e s u l ts  in  superior academic achievement fo r  th e  lower- 
c lass  c h ild  w ithout negative p e rso n a lity  or s o c ia l  e f fe c ts .  The 
in s tru c tio n  p o s itio n  fu r th e r  m aintains th a t  we have underestim ated th e  
a b i l i t i e s  o f our low er-class ch ild ren , who can le a m  fa s te r  than we 
now have them learn in g . Under th e  in s tru c t io n a l  view point, i t  i s  
believed  th a t  th e  young c h ild 's  in te l le c tu a l  a b i l i ty  i s  more appro­
p r ia te ly  u t i l iz e d .
Confusion in  educational p ra c tic e  has e x is te d  over th e  s o c ia l-  
c lass  o r ie n ta tio n  of th e  preschool curriculum . Should we design 
preschool programs fo r  ch ild ren  contingent on th e i r  ea rly  home 
experiences, or should we o ffe r  co n trastin g  experiences in  preschool? 
B ere ite r & Englemann (1966) contend, in  attem pting to  o ffs e t or con­
t r a s t  th e  m iddle-class environment by o ffe rin g  a d if fe re n t experience, 
th e  preschool has taken  on many of th e  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of the lower- 
socioeconomic home environment, a  s itu a tio n  unacceptable to  middle- 
c la ss  p aren ts  and those preschool teach ers  who espouse th e  enrichment 
approach. B e re ite r  and Englemann (1966) fu r th e r  contend th a t  the
3low er-class ch ild  experiences " c u ltu ra l  shock" and i s  unable to  b e n e fit 
from a m iddle-class o rien ted  preschool. The m iddle-class ch ild  does 
not experience any c u ltu ra l or so c ia l adjustm ents and i s  "ready to  
lea rn  how to  lea rn " .
In v estig a tio n s  th a t  have examined th e  preschool program designed 
fo r  the  c u ltu ra lly  disadvantaged or th e  Head S ta r t  ch ild  provide con­
f l i c t in g  conclusions as to  th e i r  e f f e c ts .  Numerous stud ied  presented 
evidence th a t  preschool t ra in in g  re su lte d  in  student gains in  I.Q .
( e .g . ,  B razz ie l, 196?; Karnes, 1968; F u lle r ,  I960; Osbom, I 967» and 
S e i f e r t ,  I 969) ; in  achievement ( e .g . .  A lle rhand, I 965, Chesteen, I 966; 
Morris & M orris, I 966; and Wolff & S te in , 1967; Faustman, I 967) over 
those ch ild ren  without preschool t r a in in g . Several s tu d ies  concluded, 
however, th a t  the la te - s ta r te r  (non-preschool experienced) o fte n  sur­
passed th e  ea rly  s ta r te r  (preschool experienced) in  read ing , achievement 
and socia l-em otional adjustment when matched fo r sex, age, in te ll ig e n c e  
and home conditions (H alliw ell, I 96A; Hampleman, 1959; K e is te r , 1941; 
and King, 1955).
The preschool programs designed fo r  the  c u ltu ra lly  p riv iledged  
or th e  socioeconomic m iddle-class c h ild  have not received  th e  same 
research  in te r e s t  as have th e  programs fo r  th e  c u ltu ra lly  d isadvant­
aged (B u tle r, 1970; B ere ite r & Englemann, 1966; and Weber, I 969) .  
Several s tu d ies  have suggested th a t  preschool experience may not add 
s ig n if ic a n t academic readiness fo r  th e  m iddle-class c h ild  to  th a t  
read iness already obtained in  th e  home (Borum & Livson, 1968;
Crawford & Eason, 1970; F usch illo , I 968 ; Gray, I 969; and
4P rendergast, I 969, ) .  However, only in  th e  Crawford & Eason study was 
preschool curriculum  co n tro lled  (but unspecified) and th e i r  study 
in d ica ted  th a t  w ith in  th e  same socioeconomic s ta tu s , k indergarten  
experienced and non-kindergarten experienced ch ild ren  did not d i f f e r  
in  achievement. The r e s u l ts  obtained from th e  above s tu d ie s  a re  in  
b asic  agreement w ith  th e  extensive study of school achievement and 
socioeconomic s ta tu s  by Coleman, e t  a l . ,  I 966. "The f i r s t  f in d in g  i s  
th a t  schools are  remarkedly s im ila r  in  the  way they r e la te  to  th e  
achievement o f th e i r  pup ils  when th e  socioeconomic background of the  
studen ts i s  taken  in to  account. I t  i s  known th a t  the  socioeconomic 
fa c to rs  bear a strong r e la t io n  to  academic achievement. When these  
fa c to rs  a re  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  co n tro lled , however, i t  appears th a t  
d iffe ren ces  between schools account fo r  only a sm all f ra c t io n  of 
d iffe ren ces  in  pup il achievement (Coleman, e t  a l . ,  p . 2 1 )."  T h ^  
fu r th e r  po in t out th a t  improving th e  school or educational s e tt in g  of 
a socioeconomic disadvantaged p u p il may increase  h is  achievement more 
than  would improving th e  school o f a  socioeconomic advantaged ch ild  
increase  h is .
In  th e  p resen t study th e  only preschool experience a v a ila b le  
to  m iddle-class ch ild ren  was provided by p riv a te  p reschools. These 
schools o ffe red  an enrichment preschool experience geared to  th e  
m iddle-class ch ild . The schools described th e i r  programs as a 
challenging program w ithout p ressu re  in  regard  to  form al academic 
tra in in g . Number and reading  read iness  o pportun ities  were in troduced 
not through e x p lic i t  in s tru c tio n  or d ire c tio n  but through games, music,
5a lp h ab e t, s to r ie s ,  dramatic p lay , a r t ,  sc ience, h is to ry , movies, f re e  
p lay , physica l education, poems, and sp e c ia l v i s i to r s .  S pecia l number 
and read ing  workbooks were not in troduced  u n t i l  much p reparatory  work 
was accomplished in  terms of developing se lf-co n cep t, se lf-understand ­
in g , peer re la tio n sh ip  development, and s a tis fa c to ry  emotional m atu rity . 
Most o f  th e  d ire c to rs  interview ed d id  not f e e l  workbooks s t i f l e d  cre­
a t i v i t y  i n  t h e i r  ch ild ren , because th ey  were not used exclusive ly  in  
th e  t o t a l  program. In  a ty p ic a l  nursery  o r k indergarten  c la s s , work­
books were not in troduced u n t i l  th e  l a s t  h a lf  of th e  "school y e a r ,"  
and th en  used in  a co n tro lled  and in te rm itte n t fash ion , such as only 
two days a  week. The general philosophy o f th e  preschool program used 
in  t h i s  study was th a t  a t  th e  preschool le v e l ,  a t te n tio n  i s  focused on 
th e  c h ild .
This study in v es tig a ted  th e  d iffe ren ce  in  th e  f ir s t-g ra d e  per­
formance o f a  group of m iddle-class ch ild ren  who attended  preschool 
and a group of m iddle-class ch ild ren  who d id  not a tten d  preschool.
The e f fe c t  o f preschool experience (P .E .) and no preschool experience 
(N.P.E. ) was compared on th e  b as is  o f achievement in  read ing , a r i th ­
m etic, and percep tual motor development over a  five-month ( F a ll-8  pring) 
f ir s t-g r a d e  experience. I t  was decided to  focus on read ing , a r i th ­
m etic, and perceptual-m otor development because these  are  g enera lly  
considered to  be o f primary importance in  f i r s t-g r a d e .
Besides th e  c e n tra l question  o f whether preschool experience 
w il l  r e f le c t  any d ifferen ce  in  f i r s t- g r a d e  read iness over th a t  gained
in  th e  m iddle-class home, th e  follow ing f iv e  sp ec ific  questions were 
asked:
1 . How does th e  leng th  (measured in  months) o f a  c h i ld 's  
preschool t ra in in g  e f fe c t  h is  read iness and achievement 
fo r  th e  f ir s t-g ra d e ?
2 . Do male and female socioeconomically m iddle-class ch ild ren , 
who attended  and who d id  not a tten d  preschool, d i f f e r  in  
f ir s t-g ra d e  achievement?
3 . How does preschool experience or lack of preschool tra in in g  
a f fe c t  f ir s t-g ra d e  achievement of ch ild ren  of d if fe re n t 
in te l le c tu a l  a b i l i t i e s ?
4. W ill achievement and perceptual-m otor development d i f f e r  
across preschool and non—preschool experienced groups 
when compared on th re e  d iv is io n s  of th e  m iddle-class 
so c ia l lev e l?
5. W ill preschool-experienced youngsters demonstrate a 
g rea te r  achievement gain  (F all-6p ring  comparison) 
during a five-month p erio d  in  f i r s t  grade, when 
compared to  ch ild ren  w ith  no preschool experience?
METHOD
S ubjects. A sample of 106 Caucasian sub jec ts  (Ss) (50 males 
and 56 females) was randomly se le c te d  from seventeen f ir s t-g ra d e s  in  
s ix  elem entary schools. F if te e n  Ss o r ig in a lly  se lec ted  a t  th e  p re - te s t  
were not included a t  th e  p o s t- te s t  because of frequent absences or 
because they  moved out of th e  school d i s t r i c t .  Of th e  15 Ss lo s t  by 
th i s  manner, 8 Ss were preschool experienced (P .E .) and 7 Ss were non­
preschool experienced (N .P .E .). The P.E. and N.P.E. groups comprised 
58 Ss each, w ith 25 males and 28 females in  each of th e  groups. F i r s t -  
grade rep ea te rs  were not used in  th e  study.
There were 388 f ir s t-g r a d e r s  in  th e  s ix  schools. The schools
7were lo ca ted  in  a c i ty  of approximately 60,000 in  no rtheast Louisiana* 
The s ix  schools were fu rth e r  ch arac terized  as re s id in g  in  m iddle-class 
r e s id e n t ia l  a re a s , from which they  drew th e i r  s tuden ts.
S teps in  sub.lect s e le c tio n  and id e n t i f ic a t io n  of sub je c t s o c ia l  
c la ss  index. The f i r s t  s tep  in  se le c tin g  th e  sample was to  id e n tify  
a l l  Caucasian f i r s t  graders w ith  and w ithout preschool experience.
This inform ation was obtained from standard ized  r e g is t r a t io n -  
inform ation cards kept by th e  s ix  schools. Preschool a ttended , leng th  
of a ttendance, chronological age, occupation o f p aren ts, and address 
(dw elling a rea) were obtained from th e  inform ation cards. To v e r ify  
th e  inform ation on preschool a ttendance, each d ire c to r  of th e  pre­
schools involved was contacted. Approximately 65 per-cent o f th e  
Caucasian f ir s t-g ra d e rs  a ttended  preschool fo r  a t  le a s t  a minimum o f 
n ine months (one school y e a r) , to  a maximum of 2? months (th ree  school 
y ea rs ) .
The second s tep  in  sub jec t se le c tio n  was to  id e n tify  th e  s tu ­
dents according to  so c ia l c la s s . The Warner, Meeker and S e ll  Scale 
(1957) was used . M iddle-class le v e ls  were defined  by computing a 
composite weighted score o f 23 to  50 on th e  s c a le , which represen ted  
upper-middle to  lower-middle re sp e c tiv e ly . The ra tin g s  were obtained 
on occupation, dwelling a re a , and source o f income. Dwelling area 
c h a ra c te r is t ic s  as defined by Warner, Meeker and S e l l  were confirmed 
by th e  P arish  (County) Tax Assessor fo r  t h i s  a re a . Approximately 90 
per-cen t met th e  m iddle-class c r i t e r i a  e s tab lish ed  fo r  th e  study.
Over 245 ch ild ren  (out o f an o r ig in a l population of 388) s t i l l
8remained as p o te n tia l sub jec ts . A s t r a t i f i e d  constant sampling tech­
nique w ith  randomization was used to  ob ta in  the  f in a l  sample of approx­
im ately  60 Ss i n  each of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups. A constant of 
th ir ty -e ig h t  per-cent was used in  se le c tin g  the  sample. Nineteen per­
cent preschool experienced and n ineteen  per-cent non-preschool experi­
enced were se lec ted  from th e  t o t a l  number o f Caucasian f ir s t-g ra d e rs  
in  each of th e  s ix  schools.
C h a rac te r is tic s  of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. Groups. The P.E. Ss in  
th e  study received  preschool t ra in in g  in  t r a d i t io n a l  enrichment pre­
schools as opposed to  a cogn itive , in s tru c tio n a l preschool programs, 
ou tlin ed  in  th e  in tro d u c tio n . Attendance by P.E. ch ild ren  was volun­
ta ry . Tables 1 and 2 represen t sub jec t c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f th e  P.E. 
and N.P.E. groups resp ec tiv e ly .
D escription of f ir s t-g ra d e s .  Grade-one curriculum  w ith in  the  
s ix  schools placed emphasis upon th e  language a r ts  and mathematics but 
a lso  s tre s se d  th e  c h ild 's  development in  th e  area o f s o c ia l l iv in g , 
physical education, a r t  and music. S o c ia l stud ies  a re  included  in  th e  
curriculum  in  order to  widen th e  s tu d e n t 's  understanding and awareness 
of th e  world about him. Implementation of and in s tru c t io n a l  jM losophy 
was l e f t  up to  the  in d iv id u a l school, and th e  t r a d i t io n a l  s e l f -  
contained primary classroom approach was used. Curriculum standard iza­
t io n  was enhanced because a l l  s ix  schools were b a s ic a lly  under th e  same 
school reg u la tin g  system. Thus, to  a  g rea t ex ten t, te x t  books and 
o ther in s tru c tio n a l a id s  were s im ila r . No classroom contained more
TABLE 1
CHARACTERISTICS OF SUBJECTS WITH 
PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE (PE)
MALE 
MEAN ST DEV
FEMALE 
MEAN ST DEV
MALE-FEMALE 
MEAN ST DEV
SEI (Socioeconomic Index) 3 1 .4 4.7 32.1 5.0 31 .8 4.9
PE in  Months 14 .4 6.5 15.5 6 .6 14 .9 6.5
GA in  Months-Pre-Test 75.6 3.2 75.6 3 .7 75.6 3 .5
MA^ in  Months-Pre-Test 84.0 13.2 83.8 1 3 .4 83.9 13.3
MA in  M onths-Post-Test 88.0 12.5 89.3 10.8 88.7 11.6
K  Pre-Test 106.9 9.1 106.3 10.4 106.6 9.8
IQ Post-T est 105.5 11.8 105.6 9.6 105.5 10.7
N = 53 
Males = 25 
Females = 28
TABLE 2
CHARACTERISTICS OF SUBJECTS WITH 
NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE (NPE)
10
MALI 
MEAN ST DEV
FEMALE 
MEAN ST DEV
MALE-FEMALE 
MEAN ST DEV
SEI (Socioeconomic Index) 36.4 3 .7 36.0 2.9 36.2 3.3
GA in  Months-Pre-Test 76.2 4.1 74.3 3 .5 75.2 3 .9
MA. in  Months-Pre-Test 75.4 13.4 74.3 12.4 74.8 12.9
MA in  M onths-Post-Test 82.4 14.8 80.9 10.8 81.6 12.9
IQ, P re-T est 98.6 12.7 98.7 10.8 98.6 11.7
IQ P ost-T est 100.1 11.9 100.3 11.7 100.2 11.8
N
Males
= 53 
= 25
Females = 28
11
than tw en ty -five  students w ith a mean of 23 students per teach e r. A ll 
teachers were socioeconomically m iddle-class.
Instrum enta tion . The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT),
(Jas tak  & Ja s ta k , 196$), Peabody P ic tu re  Vocabulary Test (PPVT), (Dunn, 
1965) ,  and th e  Bender G esta lt T est fo r  Young Children (Koppitz, I 964) 
were the  instrum ents used to  measure achievement, I .Q . , and p e rcep tu a l-  
motor development re sp ec tiv e ly .
Examiners. Three u n iv e rs ity  employed p ro fessionals  a s s is te d  in  
th e  c o lle c tio n  of d a ta . Each examiner had s ix  years o f experience in  
th e  te s t in g  of school ch ild ren . A ll were emplcyed in  a  d iagnostic  
cen te r, sp e c ia liz in g  in  th e  evaluation  of exceptional ch ild ren . The 
examiners were s k il le d  in  th e  ad m in istra tio n  of th e  instrum ents used 
in  th e  study.
Procedure. A ll Ss were te s te d  in d iv id u a lly . The su b jec ts  were 
te s te d  (p re - te s t  condition) during th e  l a s t  two weeks in  October, 1972, 
allowing enough tim e fo r  accommodation to  th e i r  school s e tt in g .  Post­
te s t in g  occurred th e  f i r s t  two weeks in  A pril, 1973t allow ing a f u l l  
f iv e  months of f i r s t-g ra d e  experience between th e  p re - and p o s t- te s t  
cond itions. The PPVT, WRAT and Bender t e s t s  were adm inistered a t  both 
th e  p re -  and p o s t- te s t  cond itions. Two of the  four examiners adminis­
te re d  and scored th e  Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) only , as they  
were s k il le d  in  th i s  to o l .  The o th e r two examiners adm inistered th e  
Peabody P ic tu re  Vocabulary Test (PPVT) and the  Bender-G estalt T e s t, as 
they were s k il le d  in  these  t e s t s .  Separate scoring w ith  co n su lta tio n
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on a l l  Bender t e s t  r e s u l ts  was accomplished by th e  two examiners.
RESULTS
The dependent v a r ia b le s  in  th i s  study were th e  performances in  
reading  I arithm etic  and perceptual-m otor s k i l l s  by Ss over a  f iv e -  
month, p re -  and p o s t- te s t  in te rv a l .  Preschool experience (PE) and no 
preschool experience (NPE) o f Ss represen ted  th e  comparison v a r ia b le s  
o f th e  study. Sex, I .Q . , len g th  of preschool experience, and le v e l of 
m iddle-class s ta tu s  rep resen ted  ad d itio n a l comparison v a ria b le s  under 
in v e s tig a tio n . P re - te s t  scores (reading , a rith m etic  and p e rcep tu a l-  
motor) and I.Q . were tre a te d  as  concomitant v a riab le s  in  a d ju stin g  th e  
p o s t- te s t  scores fo r th e  r e s u l t in g  an a ly sis  of variances. Table 3 
rep re sen ts  the  summary ta b le  fo r  th e  an a ly sis  o f covariance (B ancroft, 
i 960) fo r  th e  p re - te s t  scores and I.Q . on reading  a b i l i ty ,  a rith m etic  
a b i l i t y  and perceptual-m otor s k i l l s .
E ffec t of covarying p r e - te s t  sco res. A s ig n if ic a n t F score was 
obtained  fo r  read ing , a rith m e tic  and perceptual-m otor scores when pre­
t e s t  scores were ad justed  fo r  th e i r  e f fe c t on th e  p o s t- te s t  sco res.
The s ig n if ic a n t F scores in d ic a ted  th a t  th e  d ifferen ces obtained on the  
p o s t- te s t  scores were a t t r ib u ta b le  to  th e  e f fe c ts  of th e  i n i t i a l  (pre­
t e s t )  scores.
E ffec t of covarying I.Q . sco res. No s ig n if ic a n t e f fe c t  was in d i­
cated  fo r  I.Q . as a  concomitant v a riab le  on read ing , a rith m etic  and 
perceptual-m otor sco res. Performance d iffe ren ces  between p re -  and post­
t e s t  scores were not a t t r ib u ta b le  to  th e  I.Q . scores o f th e  su b jec ts .
TABLE 3
A nalysis of Covariance fo r  P re - te s t  Scores and 
I.Q . (Concomitant V ariables) fo r  Reading (R) 
A rithm etic (A) and Perceptual-M otor S k il ls  (PM)
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Source Reg. Coef. F Prob.
P re - te s t Scores .77 70.89 <.01
^  I.Q . .16 3.60 .06
P re - te s t  Scores .59 53.56 <.01
^ I.Q . .16 1.01 .31
P re - te s t Scores 
™ I.Q .
.67 96.54 ( .0 1
.12 1.34 .2 4
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A dditional d a ta  an a ly sis  was conducted in  regards to  I.Q . scores 
fo r th e  PE and NPE su b jec ts  a t  the  p re -  and p o s t- te s t  conditions. A 
co rre la te d  t - t e s t  fo r  p aired  scores was used to  a ssess  i f  th e re  was a 
d iffe ren ce  between th e  p re - te s t  I.Q . and p o s t- te s t  I.Q . scores fo r  th e  
PE and NPE groups re sp e c tiv e ly . A comparison (t= .76/df=52) was not 
s ig n if ic a n t fo r  th e  PE group as w ell as th e  comparison (t=1.44/df=$2) 
fo r  th e  NPE group. These re s u l ts  in d ic a te  th a t  no s ig n if ic a n t change 
occurred in  th e  I .Q . o f  th e  sub jec ts  between th e  p r e - te s t  and th e  post­
t e s t  fo r  both  groups. However, a comparison of th e  PE group p o s t- te s t  
I.Q . mean to  th e  NPE p o s t- te s t  I.Q . mean (t= 8 .28 /d f= 5 l) was s ig n if ic a n t.  
An even la rg e r  d iffe ren ce  was obtained when p re - te s t  I .Q . , PE/NPE com­
parisons were made (t= 12 .69 /d f= 5 l). Tifhile th e  I.Q . means d iffe re d , th e  
standard dev ia tions of th e  I .Q . 's  fo r  th e  two groups d id  not d i f f e r  
(F=1.42/df=$l, and F=1.2l/df=5l) fo r  th e  p r e - te s t  and p o s t- te s t  s tan­
dard d ev ia tio n  a n a ly s is , re sp e c tiv e ly . Tables 1 and 2 provided a l l  
I.Q . means and standard  dev ia tio n s.
The in te l l ig e n c e  scores o f th e  Ss fo r  both th e  PE and NPE groups, 
were not a s ig n if ic a n t fa c to r  in  co n trib u tin g  to  d iffe ren ces  on the  
dependent v a ria b le s  of read ing , a rith m etic  and perceptual-m otor scores 
(Table 3)» When covaried  and ad ju sted , I .Q . as an e f f e c t ,  was not s ig ­
n if ic a n t on th e  p r e - te s t  and p o s t- te s t  performance of th e  su b jec ts .
Thus, th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  PE and NPE sample I .Q . means d iffe red  was not 
c r i t i c a l  to  th e  r e s u l t in g  an a ly sis  of variances o f th e  performances in  
reading  a b i l i t y ,  a rith m etic  a b i l i ty  and p ercep tu a l motor s k i l l s  (Tables 
4, 5, and 6).
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TABLE 4
An A nalysis o f  Variance (ad justed  fo r  p r e - te s t  
scores as  concomitant v a lû te s )  on Reading 
Scores C la s s if ie d  by Sex (S ), Socioeconomic 
S ta tu s  (SE), Preschool Experience or No Pre­
school Experience ( PE/NPE;, and Number o f 
Years o f Preschool Experience (Y)
Source d f MS F P
S 1 1.42 .01 NS
SE 2 105.64 1 .36 N5
PE/NPE 1 12.46 .16 NS
PE/NPE X S 1 53.05 .68 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 187.34 2 .42 NS
Y 2 154.60 2.00 NS
Error 95 77.23
TABLE 5
An A nalysis o f  Variance (ad ju sted  fo r  p re - te s t  
scores as concomitant v a lû t e s )  on A rithm etic 
Scores C la ss if ie d  by Sex (S ), Socioeconomic 
S ta tu s  (SE), Preschool Experience or No Pre­
school Expexi.ence (PE/NPE), and Number of 
Years o f Preschool Experience ( l )
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Source df M5 F P
S 1 53.67 .06 NS
SE 2 50.33 .56 NS
PE/NPE 1 .93 .01 NS
PE/NPE X S 1 109.60 1.23 NS
PE/NPE X  SE 2 9.33 1.0 NS
Y 2 63.52 .71 NS
E rror 95 88.46
TABLE 6
An A nalysis o f Variance (ad justed  fo r  p re - te s t  
scores as concomitant v a riâ te s )  on P ercep tu a l- 
Motor Scores C la ss if ied  by Sex (S ), Socioeconomic 
S ta tu s  (SE), Preschool Experience or No Preschool 
Experience (PE/NPE), and Number of Years o f Pre­
school Experience (Y)
17
Source d f MS F P
S 1 42.46 .33 NS
SE 2 73.91 .59 NS
PE/NPE 1 4.11 .03 NS
PE/NPE X S 1 74.47 .59 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 25.02 .19 NS
Y 2 127.87 1.02 NS
Error 95 125.23
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Prelim inary an a ly s is  of th e  data (Appendix N) y ie ld ed  s ig n i f i ­
cant r e s u l t s .  However, th ese  r e s u l ts  were obtained w ithout t r e a t in g  
p re - te s t  and I.Q . scores as concomitant v a r ia b le s . Thus, no adjustm ent 
was made fo r  th e  e f fe c t  of th e  i n i t i a l  scores (p re - te s t)  on th e  f in a l  
scores (p o s t- te s t)  in  reading  a b i l i ty ,  a rith m etic  a b i l i ty  and 
perceptual-HDotor s k i l l s .  An examination of ta b le s  one to  s ix  in
Appendix N in d ica ted  co n s is ten t s ig n if ic a n t e f fe c ts  (p < .05) o f socio­
economic ndddle-class le v e ls ,  sex , I.Q . and preschool experience on 
read ing , a rith m etic  and perceptual-m otor performance. When th e  pre­
t e s t  scores were ad ju sted  ( fo r  th e  dev iations from th e  reg ressio n ) th e  
s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces  noted in  Appendix N, ta b le s  1 -6 , were not 
re ta in e d . Tables 7, 8 , and 9 in  Appendix N in d ica ted  th a t  even w ithout 
th e  covariance adjustm ents fo r  th e  p re - te s t  sco res, no s ig n if ic a n t d i f ­
ferences were found in  amount o f gain (or lo ss )  between th e  p re -  and 
p o s t- te s t  conditions except fo r  th e  in te ra c tio n  e f fe c t  of PE/NPE x  SE 
in  read ing , and th e  I.Q . e f fe c t  in  perceptualnmotor development. These
re s u l ts  a re  in  e s s e n tia l  agreement w ith th e  s ig n if ic a n t p re - te s t
covariance treatm ent (Table 3) which in d ica ted  th a t  those  who scored 
high and low a t  th e  p r e - te s t ,  performed s im ila r ly  a t  th e  p o s t- te s t  and 
t h e i r  r e la t iv e  p o s itio n s  w ith in  th e  PE and NPE groups d id  not a l t e r .
Tables 4 , 5, and 6 rep resen t the  summary ta b le s  fo r  an a ly s is  of 
variances w ith  th e  covariance adjustment fo r  p re - te s t  scores in  reading 
a b i l i t y ,  a rith m etic  a b i l i t y  and perceptualnnotor s k i l l s  re sp e c tiv e ly .
E ffec t o f  sex. The m a i n  e ffe c t fo r  sex o f th e  student was not
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s ig n if ic a n t on th e  dependent v a ria b le s  of read ing , a rith m e tic  and 
perceptual-m otor s k i l l s .
E ffec t of m iddle-class so c ia l le v e ls . The socioeconomic m iddle- 
c lass  le v e l was c la s s i f ie d  in to  th re e  le v e ls :  upper-middle c la s s , 
middle-middle c la s s ,  and lower-middle c la s s . These p a r t i t io n s  were 
made to  determ ine th e  "s tren g th  of ralddle-classness" on th e  p erfo r­
mances in  read ing , a rith m etic  and perceptual-m otor development. The 
main e f fe c t comparing th e  th re e  le v e ls  was not s ig n if ic a n t.
E ffec t o f preschool experience and no preschool experience.
Those S s, who received  preschool t ra in in g ,  when compared w ith those 
without preschool t r a in in g ,  d id  not perform s i g n i f i c a n t d if fe re n t in  
reading , a rith m e tic  and perceptual-m otor s k i l l s .
E ffec t of years of nreschool experience. Those Ss w ith  pre­
school t r a in in g  were c la s s i f ie d  in to  th re e  le v e ls  : 1 y ear, 2 y ea rs , 
and 3 years preschool experience. The d if fe re n t leng ths of preschool 
attendance d id  not d if f e r  on th e  v a ria b le s  o f read ing , a rith m etic  and 
perceptualnnotor s k i l l s .
In te ra c tio n s . None of th e  in te ra c tio n s  were s ig n if ic a n t.
DISCUSSION
The r e s u l t s  of th e  p resen t study in d ica te d  th a t  socioeconomic 
m idd le-c lass, preschool experienced, f ir s t-g ra d e rs  d id  not perform s ig ­
n if ic a n tly  d if fe re n t  in  read ing , a rith m etic  and perceptual-m otor s k i l l s  
than  th e i r  nonpreschool experienced so c ia l-c la s s  counterpart when com­
pared over a  five-m onth period  of tim e. Sex, I .Q .,  leng th  o f preschool
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tra in in g , and le v e l of m iddle-class d id  nob s ig n if ic a n tly  d i f f e r  i n  
performance fo r  th e  two groups* The r e s u l t s  o f th e  study s tro n g ly  
suggested th a t  th e  preschool t ra in in g  fo r  m iddle-class white ch ild ren  
obtained through an enrichment o rien ted  preschool program d id  not pro­
vide any advantage in  b a s ic  academics (read ing  and a rith m e tic )  and in  
perceptual-m otor development when th e  p r e - te s t  scores and I*Q. e f fe c ts  
were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  controlled* In  summary, th e  present study in d ica te d  
th a t  preschool experience d id  not add s ig n if ic a n t  academic read in ess  
fo r  th e  so c ia l m iddle-class ch ild  to  th a t  read iness  a lready  ob tained  in  
th e  home* Of course, t h i s  find ing  cannot be generalized  beyond th e  
f ir s t-g ra d e  in  re sp ec t to  th e  comparison o f performance between th e  PE 
and NPE groups* La Crosse, e t  al* (1970), have suggested a  " la te n t"  
p o s itiv e  e f fe c t o f nursery  and k indergarten  experience a t  th e  t h i r d -  
grade* Their r e s u l ts  suggested th a t  preschool t ra in in g  may have a 
covert e f fe c t  u n t i l  th e  th i r d  grade* However, i t  would appear d i f f i ­
c u lt to  e s ta b lis h  th a t  a f t e r  thiree y ea rs , preschool t ra in in g  was th e  
con tribu ting  fa c to r  in  th e  performance d iffe ren ce  of preschool t ra in e d  
children*
The find ings o f th e  p resen t study were not w ithout support o f 
e a r l ie r  research  evidence (Borum & LLvson, I 968 ; Crawford & Eason,
19701 P u sch illo , 1966; Gray, 19&9; and P rendergast, 1969)* These 
s tu d ies  suggested th a t  th e  m iddle-class home environment i s  p le n t i fu l  
in  providing academic read in ess  (e i th e r  d i r e c t ly  or p e r ip h e ra lly ) , 
v erb a l and language s k i l l s ,  com petition, percep tua l s tim u la tio n  and a
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p o s itiv e  a t t i tu d e  toward learn ing  and school* The s tu d ies  b a s ic a lly  
concluded th a t  socioeconomic s ta tu s  was d ir e c t ly  re la te d  to  school 
achievement and th a t  preschool experience as  a  fa c to r  in  l a t e r  school 
performance may be minimal fo r  m iddle-class children*
Prominent and curren t e a r ly  childhood th e o r ie s  encompass sev era l 
concepts* F i r s t ,  environment plays a major ro le  in  th e  development of 
in te l le c tu a l  and cognitive c a p a b il i t ie s ,  such as " lea rn in g  to  learn" 
(Bloom, 1964) ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  in  th e  area  o f e a r ly  in te rv e n tio n , as 
app lied  to  ch ild ren  in  th e  low er-class and ghetto  m ilieus* Second, th e  
impact o f  th e  environment may be g re a te s t a t  those  tim es when th e  ch ild  
i s  experiencing h is  most rap id  growth, th a t  i s ,  th e  f i r s t  f iv e  o r s ix  
years* The "optim al tim e th e s is "  or "most teachable moment" concept 
f a l l s  under th i s  th e o re t ic a l  assunqition* E arly  childhood, i t  i s  f e l t ,  
o ffe rs  th e  optim al tim e ra th e r  than  the  c r i t i c a l  tim e to  reach and 
a s s i s t  various development growth patterns*  T hird , i t  i s  assumed th a t  
some types o f environments a re  co n s is te n tly  more s tim u la ting  to  cogni­
t iv e  and a f fe c tiv e  development than others* An example o f th i s  assump­
t io n  would be th a t  slum and low er-class environments co n trib u te  fewer, 
poorly tim ed o r le s s  adequate s tim u li to  cogn itive  development than  
m iddle- and u p p er-c lass  environments. The r e s u l t s  obtained in  th e  
p resen t study do not appear to  run  counter to  th ese  theories*  Since 
a l l  ch ild ren  se le c te d  in to  th e  study were o f m iddle-class s ta tu s ,  i t  i s  
assumed th a t  home environment e:q>eriences were more s im ila r  than  d is ­
sim ilar* The a d d itio n a l in fluence  or s tim u la tio n  of an enrichment
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preschool experience ( in  some cases up to  th re e  years) d id  no t provide 
any g re a te r  advantage in  academic performance (achievement) a t  th e  
f i r s t - g r a d e .  The mLddle-class home environment appears to  have pro­
v ided  w ell-tim ed , adequate s tim u li fo r  f ir s t-g ra d e  achievement equal to  
th a t  provided through a  preschool experience. I t  can be fu r th e r  
in fe r re d , in  respect to  th e  r e s u l t s ,  th a t  preschool t ra in in g  provided 
no measurable d ifferen ce  in  th e  academic achievement in  read in g , in  
a rith m e tic  and in  perceptualnnotor development. However, no conclusion 
can be s ta te d  as to  how th e  preschool experience e ffe c te d  se lf-co n cep t, 
s o c ia l  s k i l l s ,  peer and ad u lt re la t io n s h ip s , a t t i tu d e  toward f i r s t  
grade or general emotional development which may or may not have 
e ffe c ted  academic performance. An examination of th ese  fa c to rs  in  th e  
a f fe c tiv e  domain was not p a r t o f  th e  research  design. A lso, the  
r e s u l t s  o f th e  present study, d id  not suggest any conclusion as to  how 
th e  dependent v a riab les  would have d if fe re d  i f  th e  preschool curriculum  
was more in s tru c tio n a lly  and co g n itiv e ly  o rien ted .
Two o ther problems worthy of fu r th e r  in v e s tig a tio n  a re  suggested 
by th e  p resen t r e s u l ts .  The f i r s t  recommendation i s  th a t  o ther s tu d ies  
th a t  examine th e  in fluence of preschool (nursery  or k indergarten) w ith 
m iddle-class ch ild ren , provide a  longer p r e - te s t ,  p o s t- te s t  in te rv a l or 
repea ted  tim e in te rv a l  assessm ents. Perhaps covert o r la te n t  e f fe c ts  
of preschool tra in in g  w ith  m iddle-class ch ild ren  req u ire  a longer 
in te rv a l  o f tim e to  be observed as opposed to  in tervention-enrichm ent 
programs w ith Head-Gtart or disadvantaged ch ild ren , whose preschool
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experience i s  generally  qu ickly  no ticeab le  (AUerhaud, I 964; B razz ie l, 
1967» Chesteen, I 969; and Morris & M orris, I 966) .  The second recom­
mendation involves an examination of th e  p a ren ta l motives fo r  sending 
or not sending th e i r  ch ild  to  preschool. When preschool attendance i s  
vo lun tary  and generally  l e f t  up to  the  parents (as i t  was in  th is  
s tudy), a t t i tu d e s  of th e  paren ts toward preschool education or learn ing  
in  gen era l, may have some unknown e ffe c t on school achievement.
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APPENDIX A 
PROSPECTUS
PRESCHOOL EDUCATION AS A FACTOR IN 
FIRST-ŒADE PERFORMANCE OF 
MIDDLE-CLASS CHILDREN
INTRODUCTION
Many American educators, laymen and parents seemingly agree 
th a t  preschool educational programs provide e ffe c tiv e  education fo r  
young ch ild ren . I t  i s  estim ated th a t  fo r ty  percent o f a l l  3 -  to  
5 -year-o lds in  th e  United S ta te s  a re  en ro lled  in  some form o f ea rly  
childhood education program (Weber, 19&9). Preschool education i s  
cu rren tly  expanding to  a le v e l th a t  possib ly  makes i t  th e  most s ig n if ­
ic a n t educational tre n d  of th e  1970* s (B u tle r, 1970). While th e re  
appears to  be s ig n if ic a n t acceptance of preschool education , th e  con­
cept of e a r ly  childhood education i s  perceived in  d if fe re n t ways. Pro­
fe ss io n a l educators a re  d iv ided  as  t o  what an ea rly  education program 
should provide th e  preschooler. D ivisions e x is t  between th e  advocates 
of p lay and th e  proponents of work o r academ ically o rie n ted  c u rric u -  
lums, and between those  who see th e  function  of th e  preschool as 
s o c ia liz a tio n  and those who view i t  as a  means fo r  developing in te l le c ­
t u a l  and academic a b i l i t i e s .  New curriculum  programs a re  being devel­
oped and th e  e f fe c ts  on young ch ild re n  a re  being measured. Each 
innovative preschool program appears to  add new controversy t o  the
2ea rly  childhood education movement. The Head S ta r t  program, i n  i t s  
attem pts to  provide enrichment in te rv e n tio n  to  th e  disadvantaged ch ild , 
has c rea ted  as  much c o n tr o v e r t  as i t  has reso lved . Head S ta r t  pro­
grams a re  being rep ea ted ly  challenged (AUerhand, 196$; B e re ite r  & 
Englemann, I 966; Chesteen, I 966; Oeutsch, I 963 ; Rrost <& Hawks, 1970; 
Gray, 19&9; Kam es, I 968 ; Margolin, 1969; Meyerson, 196?; Morris & 
M orris, I 966; Osbom, 1967; Rohwer, 1970; and 2ÜLgler & B u tte r f ie ld , 
1968) .  Whether th e  preschool program i s  designed to  meet th e  needs of 
th e  c u ltu ra lly  p r iv ileg ed  or th e  disadvantaged, th e  ea r ly  childhood 
movement in  t h i s  country i s  charac terized  by confusion, c o n f l ic t ,  and 
a m ultitude of th e o re t ic a l  issu es  w ith  modicum evidence of e f fe c tiv e  
ap p lica tio n  (B u tle r, 1970; Weber, 1969) .
The preschool program designed fo r  th e  c u ltu ra lly  p riv ileg ed  or 
th e  socioeconomic m iddle-class has not received  th e  same research  
in te r e s t  as have th e  programs fo r  th e  c u l tu ra lly  disadvantaged 
(B ere ite r & Englemann, I 966; B usier, 1970; Weber, 1969)* I t  has been 
suggested in  sev e ra l s tu d ie s  (Lirum & Livson, 1965: Crawford & Eason, 
1970; P u sch illo , I 968; Gray, I 969; Rrendergast, I 969) th a t  preschool 
experience may not add s ig n if ic a n t academic read iness  f o r  m iddle-class 
ch ild ren  to  th a t  read iness  already  obtained i n  th e  home.
The in te n t  o f t h i s  study i s  to  measure th e  e ffec tiv en ess  o f a 
m iddle-class preschool program on f ir s t-g ra d e  performance o f m iddle- 
c la ss  ch ild ren . Two groups of ch ild ren , th o se  w ith  preschool experi­
ence and those w ithout preschool tra in in g , w i l l  rep resen t th e  indepen­
dent v a riab le s  o f th e  study. The c h ild re n 's  academic achievement
3(read ing , a rith m etic ) and perceptual-m otor development w i l l  be measured 
as they  progress through a five-m onth period of f i r s t-g ra d e  attendance. 
Reading, a r ith m e tic , and perceptual-nnotor development rep resen t th e  
dependent v a r ia b le s . The sub jec t v a riab le s  of sex, I .Q . ,  length of 
preschool attendance, and le v e ls  of m iddle-class (lower-middle, m iddle- 
middle, upper-middle) w i l l  a lso  be stud ied  in  order to  determine th e i r  
e f fe c ts  on th e  dependent vaidab les a t  th e  p re -  and p o s t- te s t  conditions.
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
H is to r ic a l  o u tlin e  of ea rly  childhood education. The p rac tice  
of e a r ly  childhood education i s  by no means new and revo lu tionary . 
F ried rich  Probel began h is  k indergarten  in  Blankeriburg, Germany, in  
1037 (Weber, 19&9)* America began ea rly  childhood programs in  1873 
when W illiam T. H arris s ta r te d  th e  f i r s t  k indergarten  program in  S t. 
Louis, M issouri, and A bigail E l l io t  began th e  f i r s t  nursery school pro­
gram in  Boston, M assachusetts, during 1921 (Thoo^son, 1951). The 
i n i t i a l  concern of preschool education was p rim arily  w ith  th e  physica l 
h ea lth  and w elfare o f th e  c h ild . Arnold G ese ll, perhaps th e  most 
famous advocate o f preschool education , was in  e s s e n tia l  agreement 
w ith th ese  o b jec tiv es , as can be seen in  h is  e a r l ie r  w ritin g s  (G esell, 
1923) .  Due to  th e  lim ited  o b jec tiv es  of preschool education a t  th i s  
tim e, i t  was f e l t  th a t  one kind o f preschool program could be equally  
e f fe c tiv e  fo r  a l l  kinds of ch ild ren  reg ard less  o f th e i r  backgrounds 
of experience. From 1921 to  th e  ea rly  19A0's, in  terms of preschool 
education, th e  ea rly  childhood program was b a s ic a lly  aimed a t  the
4underpriv ileged  sec to rs  of so c ie ty . During th i s  period , p a r tic ip a tio n  
in  a preschool program by m iddle-class youngsters was ra re  (B u tler, 
1970) .  L ater in  th e  1940*s, a s h if t  in  so c ia l c la s s  o rie n ta tio n  
occurred and preschool education programs became an in creasing ly  
m iddle-class in s t i tu t io n  (B u tle r, 1970; Weber, 1969)* With th i s  s h if t  
in  c la ss  o r ie n ta tio n , th e  goals o f e a rly  childhood education a lso  
sh if te d , and th e  preschool became only secondarily  in te re s te d  in  the  
physica l w elfare o f ch ild ren  and p r in c ip a lly  committed to  cogn itively  
o r ie n ta te d  approaches (Berson, I 968; B u tle r , 1970). Today th e  middle- 
c la ss  value system continues to  dominate th e  preschool program.
The summer o f 19&5 marked the  beginning of another new era  fo r 
e a rly  childhood education (B u tle r, 1970; Weber, 1969)» Federal Head 
S ta r t  programs were developed in  an attem pt to  meet the  needs of d is ­
advantaged ch ild ren  in  th e  th re e  to  s ix  age groups. Berson rep o rts  
th a t  th e  Head S ta r t  program philosophy s tre s se d  th e  fa c t  th a t  about one 
out o f f iv e  ch ild ren  in  th e  United S ta te s  experienced s ig n if ic a n t phys­
i c a l ,  s o c ia l,  sensory, and c u ltu ra l  d ep riv a tio n  (Berson, I 968) .  Curric­
ulum reco n stru c tio n  was again necessary in  attem pting to  meet the  needs 
of th e  c u ltu ra lly  disadvantaged because th e  nd.ddle-class value system 
had dominated the  k indergarten  scene fo r  approximately t h i r t y  years.
Curriculum philosophies of ea rly  childhood education. The pre­
ceding d iscussion  in d ica ted  th a t  s o c ia l c la ss  o r ie n ta tio n  played a key 
ro le  in  curriculum  development in  preschool education. The curriculum  
and goals of early  childhood education v a ried  w ith general so c ia l-c la s s
5c h a ra c te r is tic s  of th e  young c h ild . The changes in  curriculum  o rien ta ­
t io n  to  meet th e  needs of th e  preschool ch ild  o f d if fe r in g  so c ia l 
c la s se s , has reopened th e  controversary over what th e  preschool program 
should o ffe r  th e  young ch ild . Elkind (19&9) be lieves th a t  a  b a t t le  
e x is ts  between th e  " t ra d i t io n a l  m iddle-class nursery  school teachers  
who see preschool education as development w ith in , and th e  new breed of 
preschool workers who see education as enforcement from w ithout 
(E lkind, 1969* p* 322)." E lkind designates one o f th ese  o rie n ta tio n s  
as enrichment and th e  o ther as in s tru c tio n . He describes a c o n flic t 
between those who advocate enrichment fo r  m iddle-class ch ild ren  and 
those  who advocate in s tru c tio n  fo r  low er-class ch ild ren . The enrichr- 
ment p o s itio n  holds th a t  read iness i s  a  {dienomenon determined th e  
c h i ld 's  own ra te  o f development, th a t  academic pressure adds burdensome 
pressures upon th e  c h ild , and th a t  one of th e  prime aims of preschool 
education i s  to  fo s te r  se lf-ex p ress io n  and c re a t iv i ty .  The in s tru c tio n  
p o s itio n  holds th a t  e a rly  s tim u la tio n  r e s u l ts  in  superio r academic 
achievement w ithout negative p e rso n a lity  or so c ia l e f fe c ts .  The 
in s tru c tio n  p o s itio n  fu rth e r  m aintains th a t  we have underestim ated th e  
a b i l i t i e s  of our ch ild ren , who can le a m  f a s te r  than  we now have them 
learn in g . Under th e  in s tru c t io n a l  view point, i t  i s  b e lieved  th a t  th e  
young c h i ld 's  in te l le c tu a l  a b i l i ty  i s  more app rop ria te ly  u t i l iz e d .
Margolin (19&9) d isagrees w ith th e  a s se r tio n  th a t  one curriculum 
p o s itio n  i s  "b e tte r"  than  another. She s ta te s ,  "an erroneous inqpres- 
s io n  th a t  a  d iv isio n  e x is ts  between in te l le c tu a l  (o r cognitive) pur­
s u i ts  and exploratory  play behavior, th a t  one has 'mind-making'
6pro p erties  and th e  o th er does not because th e  l a t t e r  i s  le s s  systemat­
ic a l ly  presented (M argolin, I 969, p . 504)•"
Weber ( I 969) s ta te s  th a t  "new programs fo r  ch ild re n  o f slum 
areas a re  being developed, not fo r  'b u ild in g  ch a rac te r* , nor fo r  
'fo s te r in g  s o c ia l  and em otional adjustm ent' ,  bu t r a th e r  as  a means of 
providing a ' cognitive to o lin g  up ' to  prepare ch ild ren  fo r  subsequent 
school experiences. T hrou^out th e  country questions a re  ra is e d  about 
th e  e ffec tiv en ess  of e a r ly  childhood education fo r  ch ild ren  who liv e  in  
an in creasin g ly  complex and techno log ical so c ie ty . Im patient p aren ts, 
anxious fo r  t h e i r  ch ild ren  to  begin reading and w ritin g  e a r ly , exert 
pressure fo r  form alized academic approaches (Weber, I 969 , p . 204)•" 
S ta ted  d if fe re n tly ,  many persons, paren ts, and p ro fe ss io n a l educators 
have found th e  "b locks, p a in t and clay curriculum^ lack ing  in  i n t e l ­
le c tu a l  and academic con ten t.
Cognitive development in  th e  ch ild  may be viewed two ways. 
Schermann ( I 968) d escribes one program in  cognitive development «npha- 
s iz in g  th e  teach ing  o f sp e c if ic  learn ing  such as reco g n itio n  o f l e t t e r s ,  
words, numbers, and shapes, and th e  development o f sp e c if ic  concepts 
such as b ig , b ig g er, b ig g est or over, under, on. Much empdiasis i s  
placed on c la s s if ic a t io n  based on d if fe re n t a t t r ib u te s  o f a  wide 
v a r ie ty  of o b jec ts . Some programs do not s ta te  any goals ou tside  th e  
cognitive a re a s , assuming th a t  success in  th e  cogn itive  domain i s  the  
prime p re re q u is ite  to  development in  a l l  a re a s . Schermann describes a t
th e  opposite end o f th e  sc a le , programs which emphasize th e  development 
of s k i l l s  in  every aspect o f th e  c h i ld 's  growth. Goals th a t  r e la te  to
7th e  aspect o f th e  c h i ld 's  s o c ia l,  em otional, ph y sica l, and in te l l e c tu a l  
development a re  s p e c if ic a lly  s ta te d . A ffective  learn ings a re  regarded 
w ith as much s ig n ifican ce  as cognitive lea rn in g s , and th e  two a re  
c lo se ly  interwoven in  curriculum  planning. Cognitive lea rn in g s  a re  
le s s  c le a r ly  o r le s s  narrowly defined . Children a re  expected to  le a m  
from th e i r  in te ra c tio n  w ith  each o th er and from th e i r  experim entation 
w ith  a  wide v a r ie ty  o f m ate ria ls  th a t  a lso  in troduce p o s s ib i l i t ie s  not 
purely  in  th e  cogn itive  domain.
One outgrowth of th e  emphasis on disadvantaged ch ild ren  has been 
th e  push toward g iving g re a te r  importance to  g e ttin g  ch ild ren  ready fo r  
school o r more s p e c if ic a l ly ,  ready fo r  the  f i r s t  grade. This po in t of 
view a ttach es  g rea t s ig n ifican ce  to  ea rly  school achievement. I t  c a l ls  
fo r  an a n a ly s is  of th e  s k i l l s  and a b i l i t i e s  a  c h ild  needs to  be suc­
c e s s fu l in  f i r s t  grade and fo r  a  p lan  to  teach  those s k i l l s  before he 
goes to  school. This po in t o f view accepts th e  prend.se th a t  ch ild ren  
should reach  a c e r ta in  degree of accomplishment before moving to  th e  
next s te p . In  such a program, a  ch ild  who does not do w e ll on th e  
reading  read iness  t e s t  may be re ta in ed  in  k indergarten .
As was po in ted  out e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  paper, p r io r  to  1940, th e  
preschool programs were entrenched in  c u l tu ra l  in te rv e n tio n , which had 
been devised as  an enrichment program fo r  th e  disadvantaged. The 
m iddle-class c h ild  received  minimal b en e fit from p a r tic ip a tio n  
(B ere ite r  & Englemann, I 966) .  Attempts have been made over th e  years 
in  curriculum  re co n s tru c tio n , to  develop a m iddle-class preschool fo r  
nadd le-c lass  ch ild re n . Curriculum p lanners, having examined th e
8m iddle-class value system—th e  c ru c ia l fa c to rs  of verbalism , p a ren ta l 
s tim u la tio n  and c o n tro l, congjetition, achievement m otivation, perfec­
tio n ism , and o r ie n ta tio n  to  th e  fu tu re—have t r i e d  to  sa tu ra te  th e  
preschool program w ith  th i s  clim ate in  hopes th a t  i t  would fo s te r  
h igher o rder e a rly  childhood development fo r m iddle-class youngsters.
A confusion in  educational p rac tice  has ex is ted  over th e  so c ia l o rien ­
t a t io n  o f th e  preschool curriculum . Should we design preschool pro­
grams fo r  ch ild ren  contingent on th e i r  early  home experiences and make 
th e  preschool experience a continuance of those experiences, or should 
we o f fe r  co n trastin g  experience in  preschool? B e re ite r  and Englemann
(1966) have observed obvious co n trasts  between th e  t r a d i t io n a l  pre­
school environment and what i s  generally  conceived as th e  ty p ic a l  
m iddle-class home environment:
1 . Whereas th e  m iddle-class ch ild  o ften  spends most of h is  time 
a t  home w ith  a d u lts  and has fewer than  th e  average number of 
playmates of h is  own age, th e  preschool s tre s se s  peer-group 
re la tio n sh ip s  and a reduced amount of a d u lt-c h ild  in te r ­
a c tio n .
2 . Whereas th e  home environment i s  e sp ec ia lly  r ic h  in  v erbal 
experience, th e  preschool s tre sse s  seeing and doing.
3 .  Whereas th e  c h ild  a t  home i s  subject to  many p ro h ib itio n s , 
th e  preschool encourages, w ith in  l im its ,  g re a te r  freedom and 
independence.
4 .  Whereas th e  c h ild  a t  home i s  sometimes prevented from devel­
oping physica l s k i l l s  and courage by overly p ro tec tiv e  par­
e n ts ,  th e  preschool attem pts, through g re a te r  perm issiveness 
and more c a re fu lly  designed play equipment, to  engage th e  
c h ild  in  more ac tiv e  and venturesome p hysica l a c t iv i t i e s .
5. Whereas th e  c h i ld 's  parents may discourage messy a c t iv i t i e s ,  
th e  preschool g ives th e  ch ild  th e  opportunity  to  p lay  w ith 
c lay , sand, w ater, f in g e r p a in ts , e tc .
6 .  Whereas th e  c h i ld 's  paren ts may demand high le v e ls  of
achievement y th e  preschool allow s th e  ch ild  to  s e t h is  own 
standards.
7. Whereas th e  home environment i s  fu tn re-o rien tedy  th e  pre­
school s tre sse s  enjcqrment o f th e  p resen t.
8. Whereas th e  home environment fo s te rs  com petitiveness y th e
preschool fo s te rs  cooperation and discourages comparisons 
o f one c h ild 's  performance w ith  th a t  o f another.
9. Whereas a t  home th e  flow of inform ation tends to  be from th e
paren ts  to  th e  childreny in  th e  preschool th e  flow i s  from
th e  ch ild ren  to  one another and to  th e  teach er.
10. Whereas th e  home environment i s  h ighly re a lity -o rie n ted y  th e
preschool encourages fan tasy  and dram atic p lay (B e re ite r  & 
Englemanny 1966y p. 17) .
However y as  B ere ite r and Englemann contendy in  attem pting to  
o f fs e t  o r co n tra s t th e  m iddle-class environment y by o ffe rin g  a d if fe re n t 
experience y th e  preschool has taken  on many of th e  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f 
th e  low er-class home environment. I f  in s te a d  of o ffe rin g  a d if fe re n t 
experience fo r  mLddle-class childreny preschools a re  developed in  tune 
w ith  th e  m iddle-class s tru c tu re  y then  we have to  ask th e  question  
whether th e  preschool program w i l l  in fluence th e  p riv ileg ed  c h ild  or 
only d u p lica te  h is  home experience. Research questions addressed to  
th e  dilemma th a t  e x is ts  between c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of th e  m iddle-class 
home and th e  m iddle-class o rien te d  preschool are  ye t unanswered.
The e a rly  childhood research  l i t e r a tu r e  i s  re p le te  w ith  s tu d ie s  
dealing  w ith  th e  c u ltu ra l  disadvantaged. B e re ite r  and Englemann sum­
marized n ic e ly  f iv e  main po in ts  genera lly  examined by e a r ly  childhood 
research  w ith  th e  disadvantaged.
1 . By th e  age of th re e  or four y disadvantaged ch ild ren  are  
a lready  se rio u sly  behind o ther ch ild ren  in  th e  development 
o f ap titu d es  necessary  fo r  success in  school.
10
2. Disadvantaged ch ild ren  must somehow 'c a tc h  up ' in  th e  devel­
opment of th e se  a b i l i t i e s ,  or they  w i l l  en te r  elementary 
school w ith  handicaps th a t  w il l  s p e ll  f a i lu r e  fo r  a large 
percentage o f them and a lim ited  fu tu re  fo r  a l l  of them.
3. I f  they are  to  catch up, they must progress a t  a f a s te r  th an  
normal r a te .
4. A preschool program th a t  provides th e  u su a l opportun ities 
fo r  learn ing  cannot be expected to  produce learning a t  above 
normal r a te s .
5. A short-te rm  preschool program cannot be expected to  produce 
above normal gains in  a l l  areas of development a t  once; a 
'w ell-rounded ' program i s  th e re fo re  incom patible w ith th e  
goal o f catching up: s e le c t iv i ty  i s  necessary (B ere ite r & 
Englemann, 19&6, p. 19).
Taken to g e th e r, th ese  po in ts  in d ic a te  th a t  ra d ic a l  departures 
from estab lish ed  p ra c tic e s  of e a rly  childhood education are needed. A 
preschool program w ithout s ta te d  philosopjhies and goals appaears to  
encourage an amorphous curriculum . However, a  w e ll planned curriculum 
o ften  lim its  th e  so c ia l o r ie n ta tio n  of i t s  young studen ts . I t  has been 
demonstrated th a t  preschools fo r disadvantaged ch ild ren  th a t  a re  pjat- 
tem ed  a f te r  the  fa m ilia r  mLddle-class preschool have not succeeded in  
meeting th e  challenge o f providing a f a s te r  than  normal ra te  of learn ­
ing  in  a reas s ig n if ic a n t fo r  school success (B e re ite r  & Englemann,
1966; P u lle r , I 96O; Kam es, 1968; Kohlwes, I 966 ; Weber, 19&9; Z ig le r ,
1968) .
T heore tica l assumptions in  ea rly  childhood education. While th e  
preschool or ea rly  childhood education l i t e r a tu r e  i s  re p le te  w ith 
s tu d ies  th a t  acclaim  th e  need and e ffec tiv en ess  o f i t s  programs, th e  
th e o re t ic a l  as s u a s io n s  th a t  form th e  foundation of th e  various
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programs are  meager. There a re ,  however, b asic  th e o re t ic a l  p o s itio n s  
th a t  are  genera lly  presented as fundamental to  e a rly  childhood educa­
t io n .
One of th e  major con troversies  in  ea rly  childhood education has 
been concerned w ith  determ ining th e  r e la t iv e  con tribu tion  of h e red ity  
and environment to  in te l l ig e n c e . Benjamin Bloom ( I 964) emphasized th e  
importance of th e  early  years fo r  in te l le c tu a l  developnent and th e  
s ig n ifican ce  of environment appears to  be g re a te s t in  th e  ea rly  periods 
o f in te l le c tu a l  growth, th a t  i s ,  th e  f i r s t  f iv e  years of l i f e .  Bloom 
fu rth e r  hypothesizes th a t  nursery  school and k indergarten  can pro­
foundly a f fe c t  th e  c h i ld 's  genera l learn ing  p a tte rn . His p roposition  
th a t  th e  e a rly  years are  po ten t fo r  in te l le c tu a l  growth i s  a t  variance 
w ith th e  t r a d i t io n  which puts f a i th  in  m aturation theory . Bloom ( I 964) 
has pointed  out th ree  reasons why th e  ea rly  environment i s  of c ru c ia l 
importance :
1. The rap id  growth o f se le c te d  c h a ra c te r is tic s  makes th e  v a r i ­
a tio n s  in  th e  e a rly  environment so im portant because they  
shape these  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  in  th e i r  most ra p id  period of 
form ation.
2. Development in  th e  e a r ly  years provides th e  base year on 
which la te r  development depends.
3 . I t  i s  much e a s ie r  to  le a m  something new than  i t  i s  to  stamp 
out one se t o f learned  behaviors and rep lace them by a new 
se t (BIootj, 1964» p . 54).
Jerome Bruner ( I 961) i n s i s t s  th a t  a small c h i ld 's  a b i l i ty  to  
le a m  has long been underestim ated. In  h is  book. The Process of 
y iin a tio n , he introduced what has now become a maxim o f ea rly
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childhood education. "Any su b jec t can be taugh t e f fe c tiv e ly  in  some 
in te l l e c tu a l ly  honest way to  any ch ild  a t  any s tage  o f development 
(Bruner, I 96I ,  p . 3 3 )."  J .  McV. Hunt (1961) d iscu sses in  h is  book, 
In te llig e n c e  and Experience, not only th a t  th e  assumption of fixed  
in te l l ig e n c e  i s  no longer te n a b le , but th a t  th e  g en era l notion which 
considers behav io ra l developnent to  be an autom atic aspect o f anatomic 
m aturation i s  a lso  erroneous.
Jerome Kagan (1973) i n  rep o rtin g  research  on cognitive develop­
ment o f young ch ild ren , b a s ic a lly  agrees w ith  Bloom, Bruner, and Hunt 
th a t  th e  f i r s t  few years o f th e  l i f e  a re  not exorable determ inants of 
fu tu re  behavior. His recen t s tu d ies  a re  in  d ire c t  c o n tra s t to  Freud 
and P ia g e t 's  d e te rm in is tic  approach to  ch ild  development and behavior. 
In  a f if te e n -y e a r  study o f in fa n ts  and young ch ild ren  in  regard to  
r e c a l l  and reco g n itio n  memory, percep tual a n a ly s is ,  and percep tual and 
conceptual in fe ren ces , Kagan concluded th a t  " th e  f i r s t  two years o f 
l i f e  do not seem to  be good p red ic to rs  of fu tu re  fu n c tio n  in  a l l  
environments (Kagan, 1973, p . l ) . "
Much o f th e  research  conducted on e a r ly  childhood education has 
espoused s tag es  in  cognitive development and have used  i t  as th e o re t­
i c a l  fo r  program d ire c tio n . Jean Piaget (1950) seems to  o ffe r  th e  most 
lo g ic a l  b a s is  fo r  form ulating enrichment programs and i t  appears th a t  a  
la rg e  percen t o f preschool programs a tte n ç t to  apply P ia g e t 's  th e o r ie s . 
P ia g e t 's  in v e s tig a tio n s  have s trong ly  in fluenced  educators in  th e  e a rly  
childhood f ie ld .  Due to  h is  in flu en ce , th e re  has been th e  recogn ition  
th a t :
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1. Sensorim otor experience i s  inçxjrtant fo r  lea rn in g ,
2. Language, e sp e c ia lly  th a t  which r e la te s  to  la b e lin g , catego­
r iz in g ,  and expressing, i s  in tim a te ly  r e la te d  to  developing 
g rea te r  f a c i l i t y  in  thinking*
3. New experiences are  more re a d ily  a ss im ila ted  when b u i l t  on 
th e  fam ilia r*
4* A ccelerated  learn ing  of a b s tra c t concepts w ithout s u ff ic ie n t 
d ire c t  experience may r e s u l t  i n  symbols w ithout meaning.
To a g rea t ex ten t th e  "environm entalists” and those  who espouse 
lev e ls  o r stages o f cogn itive  development have dominated th e  ea rly  
childhood education movement in  th is  country. However, Jensen ( I 969) 
and Z ig le r ( I 968) have cautioned us ag a in st "unbrid led  environmental­
i s t s . "  They f e e l  t h a t  our nation  has more to  f e a r  from them than  from 
those  who tak e  th e  b io lo g ic a l  in te g r i ty  o f th e  organism se rio u s ly . They 
po in t out th a t  env ironm enta lists  have w ritte n  re p o rt a f t e r  rep o rt in  
which genetics i s  ignored  and the  concept of capacity  i s  viewed w ith 
nônimal in te r e s t .  In  th e  educational realm , Jensen s ta te s  th a t  envi­
ronm enta lists  have suggested to  parents how easy i t  i s  to  r a is e  th e  
c h i ld 's  I .Q . and achievement scores and have led  many to  b e lieve  th a t  
th e  re ta rd ed  could be made normal and th e  normal be made geniuses.
The work o f Arnold G esell (1946) has a lso  in fluenced  ea rly  
childhood education . G esell presented th e  preschool movement w ith 
normative d a ta . He describes innate  processes of growth ca lled  matura­
t io n ,  in  th e  form of grcwth g rad ien ts . In  G e s e ll 's  m aturational th eo ry , 
th e  ch ild  i s  not viewed a s  an amorphous b i t  of behavior to  be shaped, 
but as an in d iv id u a l depending on in n er re g u la tio n  i n  th e  growth pro­
cess. To G esell and th e  neo-G esellians, in n e r re g u la tio n  meant more
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re lia n ce  upon innate growth and le s s  emphasis upon environmental 
s tim u li. G e se ll 's  work gave support to  th e  assumption o f f ix e d  in t e l ­
lig en ce . I t  i s  in ter e st in g  to  note th a t G esell*s population o f c h il­
dren stud ied  from nursery school were o f  high average or superior  
in te l l ig e n c e  and came from homes o f high socioeconomic s ta tu s . The 
normative data offered  by G ese ll was and i s  often  used, as i f  i t  would 
apply to  ch ild ren  from a l l  socioeconomic s ta tu se s .
In summary, the concept o f  f ix e d  in te l l ig e n c e  i s  being contested  
among early  childhood planners. There i s  a change from th e "unfolding" 
or maturation schedules to  the process or concept o f environmental 
in te r a c tio n . A major rev ersa l in  psychology and early  childhood educa­
t io n  from a notion  th at in te l l ig e n c e , achievement, and learning poten­
t i a l  are f ix e d  to  the idea th a t we can do something about a c h ild 's  
early  learn ing  experience by th e  nature o f  the r ich ness o f h is  environ­
mental in te r a c tio n s , i s  prevalent today. The prominent, current early  
childhood theory encompasses sev era l concepts. F ir s t ,  environment 
plays a major ro le  in  the development o f cogn itive  s k i l l s  and o f the  
fu n ctio n a l use o f in t e l le c tu a l  c a p a b il it ie s ,  such as learn ing how to  
le a m , lead ing to  "early in terven tion ,"  p a rticu la r ly  as app lied  to  
ch ildren  in  th e  low er-class and ghetto  m ilieu s. Second, th e  impact o f  
d iffe re n t asp ects o f th e environment i s  d iffe re n t fo r  d if fe re n t func­
t io n s  a t d if fe re n t tim es, th a t i s ,  environmental in flu en ces may be 
g rea test a t  those tim es when th e  organism i s  experiencing th e ir  most 
rapid growth. The "optimal tim e th es is"  or "most teachable moment" 
concept f a l l s  under th is  th e o r e tic a l assumption. Early childhood, i t
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i s  f e l t ,  o ffe rs  th e  optim al time ra th e r  th an  th e  " c r i t i c a l  tim e" to  
reach and a s s i s t  various developmental growth (cognitive and a f fe c tiv e  
lev e ls )  p a tte rn s . Third, i t  i s  assumed th a t  some types o f environments 
a re  co n s is te n tly  more s tin u la tin g  to  cognitive development than  o th ers . 
An example o f t h i s  assumption would be th e  slum and low er-class envi­
ronment co n trib u tin g  fewer or le s s  w ell-tim ed or le s s  adequate s tim u li 
to  cognitive development th an  m iddle- and upper-class environments. 
Preschool education programs would hopefully  provide a  consis ten t and 
more s tim u la ting  environment to  th e  young c h ild , than  what he would 
rece iv e  in  h is  home m ilieu . L a stly , a major th e o re tic a l  p o s itio n  gen­
e ra l ly  found in  th e  t r a d i t io n a l  preschool program i s  th a t  some kinds o f 
s k i l l s  or a b i l i t i e s  a re  b asic  to  o thers (Deutsch & Deutsch, I 968) .
That i s ,  one needs a ssista n ce  in  progressing from b asic  s k i l l s  to  spe­
c i f i c  s k i l l s .  Preschool programs attempt t o  provide th e b a sic  s k i l l s  
upon which more sp e c if ic  s k i l l s  can be b u i l t .  An example of t h is  p h i-  
losofAy would be th at v isu a l d iscrim ination  must develop before reading  
can be acquired.
The follow ing sec tions of th e  l i t e r a tu r e  review describe th e  
re la tio n s h ip  o f ea rly  childhood educational tra in in g  to  ( l )  in te l le c tu a l  
change, (2) achievement p rogress, (3) perceptual-m otor development, (4) 
sex d iffe ren ce s , and (5) socioeconomic s ta tu s .  These categories rep re­
sen t some of th e  major c r i te r i a  examined by researchers in  th e  ea rly  
childhood education a rea .
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I n te l le c tu a l  change. One of th e  concerns in  ea rly  childhood 
education, beginning in  th e  1920 ' s ,  has been w ith find ing  ways to  help 
th e  in d iv id u a l a t ta in  an in te l l e c tu a l  le v e l higher than  th a t  which he 
could have a tta in e d  without those  p a r t ic u la r  experiences. Geotch 
(1926) ,  H eldreth (1928), Karvin & Hoofer (1931), McHugh (1943), Page 
(1940) ,  and Wellman (1943) were among th e  early  researchers who 
attem pted to  show th a t e a rly  en trance in to  a preschool program was a 
fa c to r  in  th e  s ig n if ic an t in c rease  in  I.Q , le v e l of young s tu d en ts . 
These outdated but o ften  rep o rted  and quoted s tu d ie s , a re  co n sis ten t in  
s ta t in g  p o s itiv e  change in  I.Q . change. Goetch's find ings in d ica ted  
th a t  p u p ils  who had k indergarten  tra in in g  p r io r  to  f i r s t  grade entrance 
made h igher scores on c e r ta in  m ental t e s t s  than  those without k inder­
garten  t ra in in g . Wellman rep o rted  an average I.Q . gain o f 6 .6  po in ts  
as a r e s u l t  o f one year o f preschool tra in in g . H ild re th  in  a compar­
ison  study of 41 pupils en te rin g  f i r s t  grade w ith a t  le a s t  four months 
of nursery  or kindergarten  experience, w ith 48 pupils of comparable 
socioeconomic s ta tu s  without such experience, found an advantage o f 6 
poin ts in  favor o f the  preschool experience group. However, th i s  
advantage disappears as soon as th e  two groups had a year and a h a lf  of 
subsequent schooling. In  McHugh's study, he presented evidence th a t  
ch ild ren  make s ig n if ic a n t mean gains in  I.Q . score as a r e s u l t  o f a 
short period  of preschool experience. Socioeconomic and educational 
s ta tu s  o f th e  parents and home ra t in g s  were not found to  be s ig n i f i ­
can tly  re la te d  to  the ga ins. However, in  McHugh's study, th e  mean 
in te rv a l  between te s tin g s  (p re -  and p o s t- te s t  conditions) was only 1.93
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months, th a t  i s ,  w ith  approxim ately two months o f preschool experience* 
Since th e  s ig n if ic a n t gains i n  I.Q# occurred so ra p id ly , i t  i s  u n lik e ly  
th a t  th ey  re su lte d  from growth in  in te l le c tu a l  capacity* I t  i s  more 
probable th a t  th e  gains in  I*Q* a re  due to  adjustm ent to  th e  te s t in g  
s itu a tio n *
Wellman (1946) and F u lle r  ( I 96O) summarize th ese  e a r l ie r  s tu d ies  
i n  t h e i r  attem pt to  measure in te l le c tu a l  change* They po in t out th a t  
th e se  e a r ly  s tu d ies  on cogn itive  change in d ic a te  cumulative gains in  
I.Q* (tir in g  th e  f i r s t  two years  of preschool attendance w ith  no gain  
among non-preschool children* C orrelations between th e  change in  I.Q* 
and th e  nunber of days attendance during one preschool y ear approach 
zero* Changes in  I.Q* could no t be accounted fo r  by th e  c u ltu ra l 
s ta tu s  o f th e  parents* The gains in  I.Q . which a re  a t t r ib u te d  to  pre­
school attendance appeared to  be re f le c te d  in  school achievement*
There i s ,  however, considerable disagreement as to  th e  e f fe c t  of 
d u ra tio n  o f preschool attendance upon th e  amount o f I.Q* gain* Most 
s tu d ie s , as  summarized by La Crosse, e t al* (1970) r e f l e c t  an i n i t i a l  
ga in  of I .Q . in  f i r s t  grade (as  a  r e s u l t  of preschool a ttendance), lo ss  
o f  th e  ga in  in  th e  second g rade, and a reappearance of th e  gain  in  th e  
th i r d  grade* There i s  as  y e t no explanation fo r  th e  second-year d ip 
and th e  th ird -y e a r  recovery* The data  suggest th a t  preschool experi­
ence may in c rease , decrease , o r have no e f fe c t  upon th e  in te ll ig e n c e  
quotient*  The above statem ent i s  exem plified b e s t by Goodenough and 
Maurer* s (1940) c r i t ic is m  of th e  ea rly  s tu d ies  in  I.Q . change by th e i r  
ex tensive study of a  t o t a l  o f  407 preschool children* Most of th e
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e a r l i e r  s tu d ie s  used much sm aller samples. Gk)odenough and Maurer com­
pared th e  t e s t  records of 147 ch ild ren  who attended  nursery school w ith 
260 ch ild ren  who had no nursery  school experience. None o f th e  com­
parisons made between th e  two groups in d ica te d  an acce le ra ted  e f fe c t  
upon th e  in te l l ig e n c e  of th e  ch ild ren  who attended  preschool. Those 
w ith  preschool t ra in in g  were not more advanced in  f i r s t  grade than  
those  who d id  not a tten d  nursery  school.
The e a r ly  s tu d ies  on th e  re la tio n s h ip  of preschool experience 
and I.Q . change in i t i a t e d  in te r e s t  th a t  continues to  th i s  cu rren t tim e. 
This in te r e s t I  whether i t  i s  s u p e rf ic ia l  o r meaningful, seems to  l i e  a t  
th e  core o f whether ea r ly  childhood education w il l  be accepted by th e  
pub lic  and by school a u th o r it ie s .
Again, in  th e  1960*s, research ers  began to  be concerned w ith  the  
e f fe c t  of nursery  school and k indergarten  on in te l le c tu a l  development. 
However, th e  focus fo r  th e  follow ing s tu d ie s  a re  d iffe re n t th an  those  
conducted from th e  1920 to  1940 period . Programs are  now being planned 
to  develop s p e c if ic  cognitive a b i l i t i e s ,  and research  was conducted to  
see i f  such a b i l i t i e s  were indeed being developed. Nationwide concern 
w ith  th e  problems of disadvantaged ch ild re n  has led  to  th e  e s ta b lis h ­
ment of educational programs fo r  ch ild ren  o f low socioeconomic s ta tu s  
where few had ex is ted  b efo re .
Very few s tu d ies  have been conducted on in te l le c tu a l  changes as 
a  r e s u l t  o f preschool experience of m iddle-class ch ild ren  s ince  th e  
ea rly  s tu d ie s . Borum & Livson (19&5) found only a n eg lig ib le  change in  
m ental t e s t  scores due to  preschool experience w ith m iddle-class
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ch ild ren . However, s tu d ies  dealing w ith lower socioeconomic and cu l­
tu r a l ly  disadvantaged ch ild ren  have in d ica ted  as high as 15 to  20 
p o in ts  in creases  in  I.Q . as a r e s u l t  o f in te rv e n tio n  preschool programs. 
The impact o f Head S ta r t  has been s ig n if ic a n t in  in fluencing  th e  ea rly  
childhood movement, not only fo r  th e  so c ia lly  and c u ltu ra lly  disadvan­
taged  but fo r  a l l  ch ild ren . The l a s t  seven years have been marked by a 
g rea t upsurge in  in te re s t  in  th e  e f fe c t  of educational programs on the  
young child*s cognitive a b i l i t i e s .  Most o f th e  research  planned spe­
c i f ic a l ly  as in te rv en tio n  s tu d ies  has p laced  a  high p r io r i ty  on cog­
n i t iv e  development and has, th e re fo re , r e l ie d  heav ily , again , on th e  
r e s u l ts  of th e  I.Q . t e s t  in  evaluating  th e  programs. About tw o-th irds 
o f th e  s tu d ie s  on f i l e  in  th e  O ffice o f Economic Opportunity re p o rt a 
s ig n if ic a n t increase  in  I.Q . or a  su p e rio r ity  fo r  ch ild ren  w ith  Head 
S ta r t  experience over ch ild ren  w ith s im ila r  so c ia l and economic back­
grounds but w ith no Head S ta r t  experience as summarized B razz ie l
(1967) and Osborn ( I 967) .
Early childhood educators have o ften  expressed preferences for  
p a rticu lar  approaches to  teaching young ch ildren , but l i t t l e  research  
has made a comparison o f  th e children in  th e  d ifferen t programs.
S e ife r t  (1969) rep o rts  a  study comparing a  cognitive s tru c tu re d  pre­
school curriculum  and a  languaged s tru c tu ra l  curriculum. The re s u l ts  
showed th a t  th e  two preschool programs d iffe re d  l i t t l e  in  term s of 
S tanford-B lnet I.Q . g ain s, but c u ltu ra lly  disadvantaged ch ild ren  in  
both o f th ese  programs gained about 30 I.Q . poin ts more th an  th e  con­
t r o l  group of non-preschool ch ild ren .
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Kames (1968, I 966) ,  i n  attem pting to  measure in te ll ig e n c e  and 
achievement change by comparing th e  r e s u l ts  o f d if fe re n t preschool 
curriculum  programs, found s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces . The B e re ite r -  
Englemann program, th e  Kames preschool program, and a  t r a d i t io n a l  
preschool program were o ffe red  to  th re e  matched groups o f c u ltu ra l]y -  
deprived youngsters. The Kames and th e  Bereiter-Englemann programs 
were h igh ly  s tru c tu red  academic programs. The currlculum s a re  designed 
to  develop th e  b asic  language processes as w ell as to  teach  sp ec ific  
content in  th e  areas o f mathematics, language a r t s ,  s o c ia l  s tu d ie s , and 
sc ien ce . Both programs (Kames & Bereiter-Englemann) a re  in tended to  
a c c e le ra te  development in  a reas which w il l  enable th e  preschool ch ild  
to  cope more successfu lly  w ith  l a t e r  school ta sk s . The two programs 
d i f f e r  i n  th e  respect th a t  th e  Bereiter-Englemann program r e l ie s  on 
d ire c t  v e rb a l in s tru c tio n  as th e  primary teaching  s tra te g y . The Kames 
program u t i l i z e s  v e rb a l in s t ru c t io n ,  but incorporates o th e r in s tru c tio n  
s tr a te g ie s  such as performance ta s k s ,  im ita tio n , in c id e n ta l  learn ing , 
e tc .  The t r a d i t io n a l  preschool program had as i t s  goal a program to  
f o s te r  a c q u is itio n  of so c ia l s k i l l s .  Teachers in  th e  t r a d i t io n a l  pro­
gram o ffe red  o p p o rtu n ities  fo r  in c id e n ta l  learn ing  ( in s tru c tio n )  but 
w ithout th e  use of a s tru c tu re d  curriculum . R esults in d ic a te d  th a t  th e  
Bereiter-Englemann and Kames programs were superio r to  th e  t r a d i t io n a l  
program in  I.Q . gain and academic achievement fo r  c u ltu ra lly  deprived 
youngsters.
Even w ith  im pressive gains made in  I.Q . as th a t  rep o rted  above 
(S e if e r t ,  1969)1 fu r th e r  s tu d ie s  in d ica te d  th a t  c u ltu ra lly
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disadvantaged Head S ta r t  ch ildren  s t i l l  have a long way to  go to  catch 
up with m iddle-class ch ild ren  of th e i r  age. P usch illo  (1968) concluded 
th a t  ch ild ren  from th e  most deprived homes may need a t  le a s t  a two-year 
preschool experience to  get th e  f u l l  b e n e fit of a preschool program, 
while those from le s s  economically depressed and b e t te r  organized 
fam ilies  may need le s s .  S im ilar conclusions a re  made by (bray ( I 969) 
whose data suggested th a t  e a r l ie r  and longer exposure to  th e  preschool 
program re su lte d  in  the  most improvement of 6l Negro ch ild ren  in  a 
fiv e -y ea r study of in te rv en tio n  preschool t ra in in g . Four groups were 
used, each group experiencing various lengths of preschool tra in in g .
In  summary, th e re  i s  evidence to  show th a t  i f  in te l l e c tu a l  t r a in ­
ing  i s  begun soon enough, before age th re e , so c ia l c la ss  does not 
in fluence th e  c h ild  performance s ig n if ic a n tly . However, most s tu d ies  
have confirmed th e  d iffe ren ce  in  th e  i n i t i a l  t e s t  scores of m iddle- 
c la ss  and disadvantaged ch ild ren . The general body of research  on I.Q . 
change appears to  be a s ig n if ic a n t fa c to r  only when dealing w ith  d is ­
advantaged ch ild ren . Preschool experience appears to  provide only 
n eg lig ib le  in te l le c tu a l  gain  fo r m iddle-class or advantaged ch ild ren  
(S e ife r t ,  I 969; Borum & Livson, I 965) .
Achievement (academic) p rogress. Another question  o fte n  
addressed to  e a r ly  childhood educators r e la te d  to  whether ch ild ren  who 
a tten d  preschool, achieve b e t te r  in  school than  those ch ild ren  who do 
n o t. Whether they  do b e t te r  (achievement) in  f i r s t  or second grade i s  
u su a lly  asked, along w ith th e  e a r l ie r  research  question , th a t  i s ,  I.Q .
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change. This question  i s  one most o fte n  asked by m iddle-class parents 
of th e  w r i te r .  This question  ge ts  d ire c t ly  to  th e  h eart of th e  contro­
versy  in  e a r ly  childhood education because some programs a re  sp e c if i­
c a lly  focused on teach ing  ch ild ren  s k i l l s  d ire c t ly  re la te d  to  th e
learn ing  o f b as ic  reading and a r ith m e tic , while o thers a re  focused on
more ex tensive g o a ls . Both types a re  concerned, however, w ith  provid­
in g  th e  c h ild  w ith  b e t te r  p rep ara tio n  fo r  h is  e a r ly  school y ears .
F u lle r  ( i 960) in  her review o f th e  values i n  e a r ly  childhood
education, s ta te s  th a t  o f seventeen s tu d ies  (since  th e  e a rly  1920's) 
th a t  d e a lt w ith  th e  question  of th e  r e la t io n  of preschool experience to  
l a t e r  school achievement, fo u rteen  s tu d ie s  r e la te d  p o s itiv e  values of 
e a r ly  childhood education, w hile th re e  found no p o s itiv e  value . Most 
o f th ese  s tu d ie s  were conducted p r io r  to  1950 and shed l i t t l e  l ig h t  on 
cu rren t preschool curriculum  and ph ilo soph ical changes. F ast (1957) in  
a somewhat more recen t study, found th a t  k indergarten  ch ild ren  excelled  
in  a l l  a reas  o f th e  M etropolitan Achievement Test—word p ic tu re , word 
reco g n itio n , word meaning, numbers, and reading  over nonnpreschool 
ch ild ren .
Mich o f th e  work in  achievement read iness has been done i n  th e  
a rea  of c u l tu ra lly  and economically deprived because th ese  ch ild ren  
lack  th e  background w ith  which m iddle- o r upper-c lass  ch ild ren  begin 
t h e i r  form al education ( f i r s t  g rade). S tudies on Head S ta r t  progress 
have provided a r ic h  source of research  d a ta . S everal w r ite rs  ( e .g . ,  
AUerhaud, I 964; Chesteen, I 966; Morris and M orris, I 966 ; and Wolff and 
S te in , 1967) found co n s is ten t evidence concerning th e  p o s itiv e  impact
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on academic read in ess  and achievement of a Head S ta r t  program, but th e  
evidence i s  a lso  very  con trad ic to ry  concerning th e  d u ra tio n  or long 
range impact on th e  "g a in ."  These w rite rs  in d ic a te  th a t  some loss of 
th e  b en e fit from Head S ta r t  occurs and th ey  (Head S ta r t  ch ild ren) le v e l 
o f f  to  a  p la te au  which allows o ther ch ild ren  (non-Head S ta r t  children) 
to  catch up w ith  them.
A study o f th e  impact o f Head S ta r t ,  conducted from June, 1968, 
through May, I 969 , by th e  Westinghouse Learning Corporation and Ohio 
U n iversity  (F ro s t and Hawkes, 1970), attem pted to  id e n tify  th e  extent 
to  which th e  ch ild ren  now in  th e  f i r s t ,  second, and th i r d  grades who 
attended  Head S ta r t  programs from comparable ch ild ren  who d id  not 
a tte n d  Head S ta r t .  Summer programs appeared to  be in e f fe c tiv e  in  pro­
ducing any ga ins in  cognitive and e ffe c tiv e  development th a t  p e r s is ts  
in to  th e  e a r ly  g rades. F u ll-y ear programs appeared to  be in e ffe c tiv e  
as measured by t e s t s  of a f fe c tiv e  development but were m arginally 
e f fe c tiv e  in  producing gains in  cognitive and achievement a reas in  the  
e a r ly  grades. Head S ta r t  ch ild ren  s t i l l  appeared to  be considerably 
below n a tio n a l norms fo r  th e  standardized  t e s t s  o f sc h o la s tic  achieve­
ment.
P rendergast’ s (1969) study , conçiared th e  development of p re - 
reading s k i l l s  i n  th re e  groups of upper-m iddle-class ch ild re n ; a con­
v en tio n a l day nu rsery  c la s s , a  Ifontessori preschool c la s s ,  and a 
nonniursery  school group. The conventional school o ffe red  common 
enrichment experience, w hile th e  M ontessori c la ss  provided a  s tru c ­
t u r a l  program to  develop s k i l l s  through th e  use of sp e c ia l methods and
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m a te ria ls . At th e  end o f seven months, ch ild ren  were compared on 
development of perceptual-m otor s k i l l s  and recep tiv e  language. In  most 
areas evaluated , no s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces  were found among th e  th re e  
groups. The resea rch er a t t r ib u te d  th is  p rim arily  to  th e  fa c t  th a t  the 
upper-m iddle-class environment encouraged th e  development of reading 
read iness s k i l l s  w ithout nursery school experience.
While th e  m ajority  of th e  stud ies  reviewed rep o rt p o s itiv e  
read iness  b e n e f its  of preschool a ttendance, th e re  i s  research  evidence 
th a t  does not support th e  m ajority  view in  e a r ly  childhood education 
philosophy. King (1955) rep o rts  on a study of two groups to ta l in g  54 
ch ild ren  who were 5 years and 8 months to  5 years and 11 months old 
when they  s ta r te d  school. Thqr were compared w ith  50 ch ild ren  who 
s ta r te d  a t  6 years and 3 months to  6 years and 8 months of age. 
S tanford  Achievement Tests a t  th e  end of grade six  showed a d is t in c t  
d iffe re n c e , s tro n g ly  in  favor o f th e  o lder group. In  th is  study, 
of th e  11 ch ild ren  who were re ta in e d , only one had s ta r te d  a f te r  
s ix  years of age; 19 boys and l6  g i r l s  o f th e  younger group appear 
to  be m aladjusted in  some way; while only 3 boys and 3 g i r l s  from 
th e  o lder group were considered m aladjusted. The question  then  
i s  not only , " I s  th e  c h ild  ready fo r  school?" but even more im portant, 
"Does he demonstrate h is  read iness by s u ff ic ie n t  m aturity  to  su s ta in  
learn ing?" The American Educational Research A ssociation (1952) 
matched two groups of ch ild ren  as to  sex, age, in te l l ig e n c e , and
home co n d itio n s. One group began reading a t  th e  age of s ix , th e  
o ther a t  th e  age o f seven. In  two years, th e  la te -beg inn ing  group had
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caught up w ith  th e  ea rly  beginners. A fter th e  f i r s t  two y ears, these  
two groups were jo ined  in  c la sse s . At th e  end o f t h e i r  seventh year, 
th e  ch ild ren  who began a year la te  were one year ahead of th e  ea rly  
beginners. K e is te r  (1941) rep o rted  th a t  f iv e -y e a r-o ld s  could o ften  
develop enough s k i l l s  to  get through f ir s t-g ra d e  read ing , but the  
learn ing  was gen era lly  not re ta in e d  through th e  summer vacation . 
H alliw ell (19&4) and Hampleman (1959) re p o rt s im ila r  r e s u lts  to  K ing's 
1955 study, th a t  l a t e r  en tran ts  s ig n if ic a n tly  exce lled  those who 
s ta r te d  schooling e a r l ie r .
The s tu d ie s  dealing  w ith  achievement gain  o r lo s s , as was found 
w ith I.Q . change, a re  c o n flic tin g , confounded, and inconclusive. In  
summary, w hile th e re  i s  evidence which in d ic a te d  th a t  e a r ly -s ta r te r s  in  
formal school ( f i r s t  grade) demonstrate a s l ig h t  advantage in  readiness 
over th e  l a t e - s t a r t e r s ,  th e  e a r ly - s ta r te r  i s  unable to  su sta in  th is  
advantage. The l a t e r - s t a r t e r  sh o rtly  matches th e  e a r ly - s ta r te r  in  
read iness and performance in  academics.
The research  presented  on achievement change or gain as a r e s u l t  
of preschool experience i s  lacking  in  a ssessin g  th e  e f fe c ts  on middle- 
c la ss  ch ild re n . There i s  strong  evidence th a t  preschool experience may 
not s ig n if ic a n tly  b e n e fit th e  m iddle-class c h ild  when compared to  h is  
so c ia l-c la s s  counterpart w ithout preschool experience (Crawford &
Eason, 1970; P u sch illo , I 968; Gray, 19&9; H a lliw e ll, 1964; Hanpleman, 
1959; and Pendergast, I 969) .
Perceptual-m otor development. There has been minimal in te re s t
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in  assessing  th e  e f fe c t  of preschool experience on perceptual-m otor 
s k i l l s  read iness by proponents of preschool education. Extensive 
re search  and c l in ic a l  analyses have found th a t  school ta sk s  such as 
reading* w riting* and a rith m etic  depend upon motor s k i l l s  which a re  
sub jec t to  th e  same laws of growth which govern creeping and walking. 
However* some research  (Homer* e t a l .*  1970; Strong* I 964) supports 
th a t  fo u r-  to  f iv e -y ea r-o ld s  d o n 't have the  perceptual-m otor s k i l l s  
demanded of them by preschool programs. Many neurophysiological 
s tu d ie s  demonstrate s ig n if ic a n t changes in  b ra in  p a tte rn s  which occur 
between ages seven and eleven. These s tu d ie s  include im pressive 
experiments which lead  one to  question  i f  ch ild ren  should be requ ired  
to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  reg u la r classroom in s tru c t io n  u n t i l  they  are  a t  le a s t  
e ig h t years o ld  (F isher & Hawley* 1951; Rohwer* 1970). Keim (1970) 
attem pted to  determine th e  e f fe c ts  o f a  v isual-m otor t r a in in g  program 
in  th e  read iness and in te llig e n c e  of k indergarten  ch ild ren . Three 
groups of ch ild ren  matched on th e  b a s is  o f in te ll ig e n c e  and pre­
k indergarten  read iness were se le c ted  fo r  th e  study. The experim ental 
group followed p rescrib ed  visual-m otor t ra in in g  procedures while th e  
co n tro l group was given th e  t r a d i t io n a l  k indergarten  program. The 
groups were compared fo r  in te llig e n c e  and read iness  a t  th e  end of the  
y ea r. The r e s u l ts  showed no s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ce  and suggest th a t  
fu r th e r  research  i s  necessary before v isual-m otor t ra in in g  programs 
become a p a rt o f th e  general k indergarten  curriculum . However* a study 
performed by Keogh and Smith ( I 967) found th a t  perceptual-m otor t r a in ­
ing  i s  b e n e f ic ia l a t  k indergarten  and i s  a  good and u se fu l p red ic to r of
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educational achievement in  subsequent school grades. Visual-m otor 
performance d a ta  were gathered on 73 ch ild ren  a t  k indergarten , grades 
3 and 6 , and th e  r e s u l t s  in d ica ted  th a t  th ese  s k i l l s  (v isual-m otor) 
demonstrated in  k indergarten  were su rp ris in g ly  in d ica tiv e  o f fu tu re  
educational achievement to  th e  s ix th  grade. Visual-motor performance 
was measured by th e  Bender-G estalt technique and school achievement by 
standard achievement t e s t s .  P ren d erg ast's  ( I 969) study (noted e a r l ie r  
in  t h i s  paper) found no d ifference  in  th e  development of percep tua l 
motor s k i l l s  between a  conventional o r t r a d i t io n a l  preschool program 
(common enrichment experiences), a M ontessori preschool (s tru c tu red  
w ith  sp e c ia l c u r r ic u la r ) ,  and a non-preschool group.
There has been no comprehensive study th a t  has in v e s tig a te d  th e  
comparable development of visual-m otor s k i l l s  through a preschool 
experience and those  visual-m otor s k i l l s  o f m iddle-class ch ild ren  w ith 
no preschool experience. Perceptualnnotor development has been 
c u rren tly  c i te d  in  l i te r a tu r e  as a  necessary  p re re q u is ite  to  adequate 
reading and lea rn in g  experiences. Pe-’haps, more concern needs to  be 
given to  preschool programs in  terms o f curriculum  th a t  s tre s se s  
perceptual-m otor s k i l l s  development, a f te r  assessing  to  what degree the  
home environment a lready  stim ulates th a t  development.
Solan (1968) believes th a t  perceptual-m otor development le v e l of 
c h ild ren  should be measured and obtained in  order th a t  p ro fessio n a l 
educators a re  b e t te r  ab le  to  respond to  h is  academic needs. Solan 
p o in ts  out th a t  as a  ch ild  matures from infancy to  ea rly  childhood, a 
s h i f t  occurs in  h is  sensory h ierarchy  from t a c t i l e  to  au d ito ry  to
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v isu a l.  This t r a n s i t io n  tak es  place in  about grades four and f iv e .  
T his, of course, i s  w e ll a f t e r  preschool age. Perhaps th i s  i s  vrtiy, in  
th e  lim ited  research  on perceptual-m otor development s tu d ies  in  e a rly  
childhood, th e  r e s u l t s  a re  in c o n s is te n t and meager. However, one out­
standing piece of cu rren t research  in d ica ted  th a t  perceptual-m otor 
t ra in in g  in troduced a t  th e  preschool age i s  s ig n if ic a n t to  success a t  
th e  primary grades. Faust man's (196?) study of k indergarten  percep tion  
was made to  determ ine i f  a  normal program in  perception  t r a in in g  i n  
k indergarten  would co n trib u te  to  th e  growth of perception  in  ch ild ren  
a t  th e  end of th e  k in d erg arten  year and to  success a t  th e  f ir s t-g r a d e  
le v e l .  Fourteen k in d erg arten  c la sse s  were chosen a t  random fo r  a  con­
t r o l  group, and 14 c la s se s  were chosen a t  random fo r  an experim ental 
group. The c h ild ren , from a la rg e  school d i s t r i c t  in  northern  C a lifo r­
n ia ,  were randomly assigned  to  a l l  c la sse s . Each sub jec t was g iven th e  
Winterhaven P erception  A b ili ty  Forms Test in  September and May o f th e  
kindergarten  year to  determ ine growth in  percep tion  and was te s te d  w ith 
th e  Gates Word Recognition Test in  November and May of th e  f i r s t  grade 
to  determine growth in  read ing  a b i l i ty .  Teachers were chosen a t  random 
fo r  th e  c lasses  and were matched on years o f experience and teach ing  
competence. Each o f th e  k indergarten  co n tro l and experim ental group 
teach ers  received  in se rv ic e  tra in in g  on th e  use o f k indergarten  guides 
from both county and d i s t r i c t .  The experim ental group of teach ers  
received  a d d itio n a l t r a in in g  in  teach ing  percep tion  s k i l l s .  Data 
in d ica ted  s ig n if ic a n tly  g re a te r  growth in  th e  experim ental group in
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both percep tion  and word recogn ition  achievement when compared to  th e  
co n tro l group.
The value o f perceptual-m otor t ra in in g  offered  in  preschool 
programs may or may not be h e lp fu l to  a l l  ch ild ren . To th e  same 
degree, as was in d ica ted  in  the  research  on I,Q , and achievement gain , 
th e  socioeconomic disadvantaged ch ild  seems to  b e n e fit from s tru c tu re d  
p e rc ep tu a l-tra in in g  programs and v isual-m otor s tim u la tio n . Research 
on comparable m iddle-class ch ild ren  with preschool and w ithout p re­
school experience i s  n o n -ex isten t.
Sex d iffe ren ces  in  ea rly  childhood education. Childhood devel­
opmental s tu d ies  co n s is ten tly  poin t out th e  cogn itive , language, and 
so c ia l advancement of female growth p a tte rn s  over male growth p a tte rn s  
of th e  young c h ild  to  th e  adolescent stage (G esell & L lg, 1946; 
McCandless & M arshall, 1959; McCarthy, 1953)» The v a riab le  of sex i s  
ju s t  as  im portant to  consider in  preschool educational programs as in  
th e  primary school g rades. Do males in  preschool programs b e n e f it  le s s  
than  h is  female age mates? C erta in ly , th e  k indergarten  i s  a feminine 
o rien ted  in s t i tu t io n ,  even more so than  th e  primary grades. Are th e re  
any e f fe c ts  o f th e  sex v a ria b le  o f socioeconomically m iddle-class 
youngsters who have and have not a ttended  preschool?
K ing 's (1955) study in d ica ted  th a t  more boys th an  g i r l s  w i l l  
repeat f i r s t  grade due to  f a i lu re  in  academics w ith  age o f entrance 
(younger o r o lder) having no e f fe c t  on th e  p a tte rn  o f male/female 
f a i lu r e  percentages, S ap ir (1966) in  h is  study of sex d iffe ren ces  in
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perceptual-m otor development found boys never reaching th e  same 
development of g i r l s  a t  fou r and one-half years o f age. His research  
in d ica ted  a need fo r  planning more e f fe c tiv e ly  fo r  boys in  percep tual- 
motor read iness as a  p re re q u is ite  to  reading read in ess .
S tan ch fie ld  (1971) analyzed, as p art o f her t o t a l  study, male 
and female p a tte rn s  in  th e  development of p re-read ing  s k i l l s  in  a  
k indergarten  program. In  her experim ental k indergarten  program, th e  
follow ing s k i l l s  were tau g h t: ( l )  l is te n in g  fo r  conqjrehension of
content; (2 ) l is te n in g  fo r  aud ito ry  d iscrim ination ; (3 ) v isu a l d is ­
crim ination  s k i l l s ;  (U)  o ra l  language s k i l l s ;  ( 5) m otor-perceptual 
s k i l l s  ; and (6 ) sound-symbol correspondence s k i l l s .  The g i r l s ,  as a 
group, achieved s ig n if ic a n tly  b e t te r  than th e  boys in  th e  study on a l l  
s k i l l s .
Borum and Livson (1965) p a r t ia l ly  re p lic a te d  McHugh's e a r l ie r  
1943 study i n  assessin g  I.Q . change a t  school en try  as a fa c to r  of 
preschool attendance. T h ^  improved upon th e  e a r l i e r  study by analyz­
ing  sep ara te ly  fo r  sex d iffe ren ces , a  question  not considered in  th e  
McHugh study which combined th e  sexes. G irls  showed a more increased  
in te ll ig e n c e  ( s ig n if ic a n t mean gains) growth th an  boys (mean gains were 
not s ig n if ic a n t) .
Kohlwes (1966) in  attem pting to  in v e s tig a te  sex (and race) d i f ­
ferences in  th e  development of underpriv ileged  preschool ch ild ren , 
compared male and female on so c ia l behavior, I .Q . , perceptual-m otor,
concept form ation, and physical development. Females (Caucasian and 
Negro) were found to  be superio r in  concept development in
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appropriateness of so c ia l behavior and in  mean I.Q . There were no 
s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces  in  th e  o ther measures between th e  sexes. How­
ever, th e re  were some race d iffe ren c es .
S utton  (1964) a f te r  studying many v ariab les  in  reading rea d i­
n ess , found th a t  c e r ta in  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of the  ch ild  who i s  ready and 
who le a m s  to  read a t  an ea rly  age emerged. The ch ild  i s  probably a 
g i r l  w ith  one or more s ib lin g s  who occasionally  read to  h e r, she comes 
from a r e la t iv e ly  high socioeconomic le v e l ,  and her fa th e r  probably 
earns a liv in g  la rg e ly  through mental endeavors ra th e r  than  physica l 
lab o r. Her paren ts a re  in te re s te d  in  school and th e i r  c h ild re n 's  
progress and have read  to  her since she was 1-g- years of age.
Balow (1963) found in  measuring sex d iffe rences in  f i r s t  grade 
read ing , s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces  in  read ing  readiness and reading  in  
favor o f g i r l s .  However, Fox (1944) in  an e a r l ie r  study found k inder­
g arten  d id  not develop reading read iness  i n  favor of e i th e r  boys or 
g i r l s .  He did not s ta te  th e  k indergarten  approach u t i l iz e d ,  and socio­
economic fa c to rs  were not co n tro lled .
Socioeconomic s ta tu s  and school achievement. The re la tio n sh ip  
o f socioeconomic s ta tu s  and school achievement has been th e  sub jec t of 
rec u rre n t research  during th e  p as t f i f t y  y ears . The e a r l ie s t  s tu d ies  
d e a lt  w ith  re la tio n sh ip s  between home conditions and dropouts, re ta rd a ­
t io n ,  and persis ten ce  in  school. Those ea rly  s tud ies  of Davis (1948), 
Neighbours ( I 9IO), and Van Denburg (1941) showed a d e f in ite  r e la t io n ­
sh ip  between socioeconomic conditions and progress in  school. P o sitiv e
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re la tio n sh ip s  between socioeconomic le v e ls  and vocabulary, a rith m e tic , 
reading a b i l i ty ,  language a b i l i ty ,  h e a lth , and personal adjustm ent were 
found c o n s is ten tly  in  th ese  and o th e r e a r l ie r  s tu d ie s .
Mayer's ( I961) study in d ic a ted  th e  w ea lth ies t suburban schools 
ou tside o f a ty p ic a l  American m etropolitan  area u su a lly  shows an average 
I.Q . o f about 120 w hile th e  bottom school o f th e  worst slum a rea  shows 
an average I.Q . of about Ô5. Mayer explains th a t  ch ild ren  w ith  high
I .Q . 's  (135 and above) came from homes where th e  fa th e r  was a profes­
s io n a l, sem i-p ro fessional, or i n  business management. In  th e  same 
re p o rt, i t  was noted th a t  only 7^ o f th e  students w ith  high I .Q . 's  came 
from sem i-sk illed  and u n sk illed  workers.
Havighurst (1964) noted c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f an "e labo ra ted  lan­
guage" environment in c lu d e : accu ra te  grammatical order and syntax 
reg u la te  what i s  sa id ; d isc rim in a tiv e  se le c tio n  from a range o f adjec­
t iv e s  between meaning w ith  speech sequences ra th e r  than  re in fo rc in g  
dominant words or phrases. The c h ild  who has experience w ith  an elab­
o ra te  language a t  home, Havighurst s ta te s ,  w il l  have a  r e la t iv e ly  easy 
time in  school—he must simply go on developing th e  kind of language 
and re la te d  th ink ing  he has a lready  s ta r te d .
Giammatted (1967) in v es tig a ted  socioeconomic s ta tu s  and i t s  
re la tio n sh ip  to  vocabulary achievement, reading comprehension, a r i th ­
metic s k i l l ,  problem so lv ing , and a  composite of th e se  v a r ia b le s . The 
population s tu d ies  consisted  of 223 th ird -g rad e  ch ild ren  from Western 
Pennsylvania. An in terv iew  was constructed  to  measure socioeconomic
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s ta tu s  f and home v is i ta t io n s  were u t i l i z e d  to  check student responses 
on th e  sh ee t. Several t e a t s  o f read ing  and mental a b i l i ty  were admin­
is te r e d  and in te rc o rre la tio n s  were computed between th e  s ta te d  v a r i­
a b le s , sex, and socioeconomic s ta tu s .  C orrelations were p o s itiv e  in  
a l l  a re a s , strengthening th e  accumulative evidence th a t  socioeconomic 
s ta tu s  a f fe c ts  school achievement. The study a lso  poin ted  out th a t  
ch ild ren  from lower socioeconomic areas  d id not overcome th e i r  c u ltu ra l 
defic iency  by th e  th i r d  grade.
In  a somewhat d if fe re n t  approach to  th e  study o f s o c ia l  c lass  
and cognitive development. Golden & B im s (1967) in v e s tig a te d  whether 
so c ia l c la ss  d ifferen ces in  in te l l e c tu a l  development a re  p resen t i f :
(1 ) ch ild ren  from so c ia lly  d isorgan ized  slum fam ilies  a re  compared w ith 
ch ild ren  from s ta b le , low-income and ndddle-income fa m ilie s , (2) th e  
P iaget o b jec t sc a le , a  new measure of cognitive development based on 
P ia g e t 's  sensorimotor observations i s  employed, and (3) e f fo r t  i s  made 
to  overcome any m otivational fa c to rs  able to  in te r f e re  w ith  t e s t  per­
formance. In  a c ro ss -se c tio n a l approach, 184 Negro ch ild re n , of 12,
18, 24 months o f age rep re sen tin g  th re e  socioeconomic s ta tu s  groups 
were compared on th e  P iaget o b jec t scale  and th e  C a t te l l  In fan t I n te l ­
ligence S cale . R esults showed no d iffe ren ce  among th e  th re e  groups on 
e i th e r  sc a le . Previous research  find ings which in d ica te d  th a t  so c ia l 
c la ss  d iffe ren ces  in  in t e l l e c tu a l  development do not appear during th e  
f i r s t  and second years were confirmed. However, th e  au thors s ta te  th a t  
s o c ia l  c la ss  d iffe ren ces  may have been hidden. They exp la in  th a t  a f t e r
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two years  of age, langoage becomes im portant fo r  lea rn in g , and d if ­
ferences a re  noted in  th e  th re e  s o c ia l  groups. While sensorim otor 
in te l l ig e n c e  d iffe ren ces  are  not demonstrated during th e  f i r s t  24 
months o f l i f e ,  t h ^  may m anifest themselves when th e  c h ild  i s  o ld er, 
as a  s leep er e f f e c t ,  in  l a t e r  learn in g  problem s itu a tio n s . They con­
clude th a t  home environment does not seem to  in te r f e r e  w ith  th e  devel­
opment of sensorim otor in te l l ig e n c e , but th e  home may lack  th e  kind of 
s tim u la tio n  necessary  fo r  lea rn in g  when language comes in to  th e  p ic ­
tu re ,  between two and th re e  years of age. In  t h i s  same theme of so c ia l 
c la ss  and percep tua l development, Deutsch (19^3) s ta te s  th a t  ch ild ren  
liv in g  in  impoverished surroundings have s ta r t in g ly  high ra te s  of per­
cep tual d i s a b i l i t i e s  as opposed to  ch ild ren  in  m iddle- and upper-c lass 
homes. He r e la te d  th is  to  th e  lack  o f v a r ie ty  of v isu a l ,  t a c t i l e ,  and 
aud ito ry  s tim u la tio n  found in  th e  home of the  c u ltu ra lly  disadvantaged. 
He stro n g ly  recommends empdiasis on percep tual t ra in in g  in  th e  ea r ly  
y ea rs , e sp e c ia lly  in  disadvantaged preschool programs. The c h ild  w ith 
h igher socioeconomic s ta tu s  a lready  has accumulated s u f f ic ie n t  percep­
tu a l  s tim u la tio n . However, Meyerson’s (19&7) study o f th e  e f fe c t  of a 
percep tua l t r a in in g  program fo r  percep tua lly  handicapped kindergarten  
p u p ils , found th a t  so c ia l economic fa c to rs  a f fe c t  reading read iness 
more th an  do e i th e r  Kepart tra in in g  or v isu a l a cu ity .
A very recen t and w ell co n tro lled  study by Crawford and Eason 
(1970) p a r t ia l ly  con trad ic ts  th e  e a r l ie r  and numerous s tu d ie s  th a t  
support an unyield ing  p o s itio n  on th e  p o s itiv e  re la tio n sh ip  between
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socioeconomic s ta tu s  and school achievement. Their lo n g itu d in a l study 
( i 960 through 1966) in v es tig a ted  th e  e ffe c t of home environment on 
school achievement. Some o f th e  questions they attem pted to  answer 
w ere: ( l )  What nonschool v a ria b le s  are  th e  b es t p red ic to rs  o f school
achievement? (2) I s  socioeconomic s ta tu s  re lev an t in  try in g  to  explain 
school achievement? (3) Does I.Q . make a  d ifference  or do ac tio n s  in  
th e  home provide a b e t te r  explanation o f a c h i ld 's  performance? At 
f i r s t  glance t th e  answer to  th ese  questions appear obvious from the 
previous stud ies accunulated over th e  l a s t  50 years. One c h ild  i s  
b r ig h te r  than th e  o ther or he comes from a home characterized  as being 
h igher than  another in  socioeconomic s ta tu s . However, an examination 
o f t h e i r  research  find ings in d ica ted  th a t  only a small p o rtio n  of the 
v a r ia b i l i ty  in  c h ild re n 's  educational achievement was found re la te d  to  
socioeconomic le v e l. In te llig e n c e  was found to  be th e  b e t te r  s ing le  
p re d ic to r  o f school achievement, than  so c ia l c la s s , w ith I .Q . and a 
combination of k indergarten  achievement, th e  b es t p red ic to r o f primary 
school achievement. Ifost in te re s t in g  to  t h i s  w rite r  and c ru c ia l  to  
t h i s  study was th a t  k indergarten  experienced and no kindergarten  
experienced youngsters d id  not d i f f e r  in  achievement of th e  same socio­
economic s ta tu s .
Bloom (1965) probably sums up th is  controversy of socioeconomic 
s ta tu s  and school achievement best when he s ta te d , " I t  i s  what th e  
paren ts ^  ra th e r  th an  what th e  parents a re  th a t  accounts fo r  the  
lea rn in g  development of ch ild ren  in  th e  e a rly  years (Bloom, I 965, p. 
21) . "  Bloom goes on to  d iscuss in  h is  le c tu re  th a t ,  while most o f the
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s tu d ies  in d ic a te  a re la tio n sh ip  of socioeconomic s ta tu s  to  school 
achievement I they  a re  not h e lp fu l in  try in g  to  help  schools and. paren ts 
improve th e i r  s itu a tio n s .
Sinnnwrv o f th e  review of l i t e r a tu r e .  Much research  has been 
accon^lished on th e  values or e ffec tiv en ess  of e a rly  childhood educa­
t io n .  However, th e  review of l i te r a tu r e  in d ic a te s  unequivocally th a t  
research  on th e  value of ea rly  childhood, education i s  very inconclusive. 
We have evidence th a t  some ch ild ren  seem to  gain in  I.Q . as a  r e s u l t  of 
enrollm ent in  preschool programs. Host o f  th e  in te rv e n tio n  programs 
ten d  to  produce a t  le a s t  temporary I.Q . gains when th ^ r  concentrate on 
sp e c if ic  cognitive s k i l l s ,  but even th en , th e  gains a re  not always cer­
t a in  and may ten d  to  lev e l o ff  w ith in  a few y ea rs . The la rg e s t I.Q . 
gains reported  were observed in  th e  c u ltu ra lly  disadvantaged ch ild ren  
who had preschool experience.
Some ch ild ren  who have been en ro lled  in  e a rly  childhood programs 
achieve b e t te r  in  primary grades; some do n o t. "Payoff" in  term s of 
th e  teach ing  sp e c if ic  s k i l l s  re la te d  to  reading and a rith m etic  are  
o ften  th e  concern of most paren ts. Research in  th i s  area i s  a lso  
inconclusive . Depending on th e  philosophy of in s tru c tio n  of the  pre­
school program, th e  r e s u l ts  in  achievement vary g re a tly .
Preschool perceptual-m otor developmental s tu d ie s , w hile fewer in  
number, are  ju s t  as  inconclusive and vague. The value of p e rcep tu a l- 
motor tra in in g  o ffe red  in  preschool programs may or may not be h e lp fu l 
to  a l l  ch ild ren .
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S tudies th a t  have in v e s tig a te d  sex d ifferences in  e a r ly  ch ild ­
hood prograne and in  th e  prim ary grades, co n s is ten tly  po in ted  out the  
advancement of female growth p a tte rn s  over male p a tte rn s . There are 
very  few s tu d ies  th a t  co n trad ic t th i s  premise of female su p e rio r ity  of 
growth over male growth p a tte rn s . No conprehensive study has been 
conducted on sex d ifferences o f m iddle-class youngsters ex c lusive ly , as 
re la te d  to  th e i r  attendance o r non-attendance in  preschool programs.
In  term s o f th e  previous re sea rch  on I.Q . gain , achievement gain  and 
perceptual-m otor development, th e  m iddle-class youngster appears to  
have been ignored.
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
The w rite r , in  h is  cap ac ity  as psychologist w ith  a d iagnostic  
team, has observed and evaluated  hundreds of f i r s t-g r a d e rs  who were 
re fe r re d  because of "problems” a f fe c tin g  th e i r  school work. Routinely, 
in form ation  i s  gathered by th e  s o c ia l  worker as to  th e  c h i ld 's  pre­
school educational experience, such as nursery and k indergarten  t r a in ­
in g . Casual but co n sis ten t observations have been made as to  th e  
r e la t iv e  b e n e fits  of preschool t r a in in g , in  th e  ch ild ren  who are  eval­
u a ted . Children from a l l  socioeconomic lev e ls  are  seen fo r  te s t in g .  
C onsistent p a tte rn s  were observed as to  th e  m otivation o f low er- and 
m iddle-class parents in  ob ta in ing  preschool education fo r  t h e i r  c h il­
dren.
Lower socioeconomic s ta tu s  parents were o ften  f in a n c ia lly
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s tra in e d  to  e n ro l l  th e i r  ch ildren  in  th e  p riv a te  preschools in  n o rth ­
e a s t Louisiana. Those few parents who managed to  e n ro ll th e i r  young­
s te r s ,  expressed a d es ire  to  see t h e i r  ch ild ren  ob tain  s tim u la tio n  in  
b as ic  academics, such as reading and number read iness . The lower 
socioeconomic paren t o ften  s ta te d  they  did not have th e  s k i l l ,  mate­
r i a l s  or time to  provide th e i r  ch ild re n  read in ess . These paren ts did 
not express in te r e s t  in  developing com petitive t r a i t s  in  th e i r  ch ild ren , 
but r a th e r  were in te re s te d  in  assu ring  a read iness fo r  primaiy school.
M iddle-class p aren ta l motives were observed in  a d if fe re n t 
framework. "We d id n 't  want our c h ild  to  f e e l  lo s t  in  the f i r s t- g r a d e .  
Most of th e  o th e r ch ild ren  can ju s t  about read  when they e n te r  f i r s t  
grade because o f what they gained in  k indergarten ,"  i s  a ty p ic a l  
response of many m iddle-class p aren ts . Competition in  terms of school 
performance i s  extremely im portant to  th ese  paren ts. Whereas th e  
motive of th e  lower socioeconomic p aren ts  represen ted  an attem pt to  
help  t h e i r  c h ild  bridge the gap between th e  c u ltu ra lly  disadvantaged 
and th e  c u l tu ra lly  p riv ileg ed , the  m idd le-class parent presented a 
d e s ire  to  keep th e  gap ex is te n t.
S everal questions emerged from d iscussions w ith parents and 
th e i r  ch ild ren . Does th e  lower-socioeconondcally le v e l ch ild  exper­
ience s ig n if ic a n t " c u ltu ra l shock" and thus reduce h is  o p p o rtu n ities  
to  gain  f u l ly  from th e  m iddle-class o rie n te d  school program? B e re ite r  
and Englemann ( I 966) have s ta te d  th a t  they  do experience c u ltu ra l  shock 
and b e n e f it minimally. The m iddle-class preschooler does not experience
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any c u l tu ra l  shock a ttend ing  a m iddle-class preschool. He i s  imme­
d ia te ly  ready to  " le a m  how to  le a m ” w ith  minimal so c ia l and emotional 
adjustm ent necessary . I t  a lso  must be asked whether th e  m iddle-class 
c h ild , a lread y  fa m ilia r  w ith th e  standards and values of th e  m iddle- 
c la s s , i t s  com petitive and s tru c tu red  n a tu re , f in d s  th e  m iddle-class 
preschool program "no d if fe re n t from home w ith a d if fe re n t b a b y -s it te r ."  
In  most m iddle-class homes, th e  o p p o rtu n ities  fo r  e a rly  learn ing  are 
a lread y  p re sen t. The w illingness and a b i l i ty  o f h is  educated parents 
to  te a ch  him are  a lso  p resen t. Does a trad itio n a l-en rich m en t preschool 
program o f fe r  him more? This l a t t e r  question became th e  c e n tra l focus 
of th e  study.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The presen t study seeks to  determine i f  th e re  i s  a d iffe ren ce  
in  th e  f ir s t- g r a d e  performance o f a  group of m iddle-class ch ild ren  
who have a ttended  preschool and a  group of m iddle-class ch ild ren  who 
have not a ttended  preschool. The e f fe c t  o f preschool experience 
(P .E .) and no preschool experience (N .P.E.) w i l l  be compared on th e  
b a s is  o f achievement in  read ing , a rith m e tic , and perceptual-m otor 
s k i l l  developnent over a five-m onth ( P all-8p ring ) f ir s t-g ra d e  
experience. Sex, I .Q , ,  socioeconomic m iddle-class le v e ls  (low er- 
m iddle, middle-middle, upper-m iddle) and leng th  of preschool t ra in in g  
rep resen t th e  major subject v a r ia b le s  to  be examined. These v a riab le s  
a re  to  be analyzed as to  t h e i r  p o ssib le  e f fe c t on f ir s t-g ra d e  achieve­
ment of th e  two groups of ch ild ren .
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Research questions. The review o f th e  l i te r a tu r e  p resen ted , 
generated sev e ra l research problems th a t  w i l l  be in v es tig a ted  in  th i s  
study.
1. How does the length  (measured in  months) of a  c h i ld 's  
p reschool tra in in g  a f fe c t h is  readiness and achievement 
f o r  th e  f i r s t  grade? In  p a r t it io n in g  months o f preschool 
experience in to  four le v e ls , w i l l  length  of preschool 
attendance s ig n if ic a n tly  a f fe c t  achievement during a f iv e -  
month period of f i r s t  grade?
2. Do male and female socioeconomically m iddle-class ch ild ren  
who attended and who d id  not a tte n d  preschool, d i f f e r  in  
f ir s t-g ra d e  achievement?
3 . How does preschool experience or lack of preschool tra in in g  
a f fe c t  f ir s t-g ra d e  progress o f ch ild ren  of d if fe re n t 
in te l le c tu a l  a b i l i t ie s ?  The I.Q . range examined in  th e  
study w i l l  be 75 to  125.
4 . W ill achievement and perceptual-m otor s k i l l s  d i f f e r ,  w ith in  
th e  preschool and non-preschool experienced groups, when 
compared on th re e  m iddle-class so c ia l leve ls?
5. W ill preschool experience youngsters as a group in d ic a te  
a w ider breadth of achievement gain  (p re - and p o s t- te s t  
comparisons) during a five-m onth period in  f i r s t  grade, 
when compared to  ch ild ren  w ith  no preschool experience?
Hypotheses. The research  questions are  converted in to  th e  
follow ing experim enter hypotheses, to  be te s te d  fo r  s ig n ifican ce  a t  
an alpha o f .05 . The follow ing nine major hypotheses and th e i r  sub­
c lasses  r e f l e c t  a l l  possib le comparisons of the  independent, dependent, 
and sub jec t v a r iab le s  under question  in  th e  study.
1. At th e  p re - te s t (F a ll)  co n d itio n , th e re  i s  a  d iffe ren ce  in  
read ing  achievement of
a . ch ild ren  who have preschool experience (P .E .) and
ch ild ren  who do not have preschool experience (N .P.E.)
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b . a comparison o f males in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups, 
and females in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c. a comparison of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith d iffe re n t mental a b i l i t i e s
d. a  comparison of th e  P.E, and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith  d iffe re n t m iddle-class so c ia l lev e ls
2. At th e  p re - te s t  (F a ll)  cond ition , th e re  i s  a  d ifference in  
a rith m etic  achievement of
a . ch ild ren  who have preschool experience (P .E .) and 
ch ild ren  who do not have preschool experience (N .P.E.)
b . a comparison o f males in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups,
and females in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c. a comparison of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith d if fe re n t mental a b i l i t i e s
d. a comparison of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith d iffe re n t m iddle-class so c ia l lev e ls
3 . At th e  p re - te s t  (F h ll) cond ition , th e re  i s  a d ifference  in  
perceptual-m otor m aturation of
a . ch ild ren  who have preschool experience (P .E .) and 
ch ild ren  who do not have preschool experience (N .P.E.)
b . a comparison o f males in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups,
and females in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c. a comparison o f th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith  d iffe re n t mental a b i l i t i e s
d. a comparison of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith  d iffe re n t m iddle-class so c ia l lev e ls
4. At th e  p o s t- te s t  (Spring) cond ition , th e re  i s  a d ifference  
in  reading achievement of
a . ch ild ren  who have preschool experience (P .E .) and
ch ild ren  who do not have preschool experience (N.P.E.)
A2
b . a comparison of males in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups, 
and females in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c . a comparison of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith  d if fe re n t mental a b i l i t i e s
d . a comparison o f th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups o f ch ild ren  
w ith  d if fe re n t m iddle-class so c ia l lev e ls
5. At th e  o o s t- te s t  (Spring) co n d itio n , th e re  i s  a  d iffe ren ce  
in  a rith m etic  achievement of
a . ch ild ren  who have preschool experience (P .E .) and 
ch ild ren  who do not have preschool experience (N .P.E.)
b . a comparison of males in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups,
and females in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c . a comparison of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith  d if fe re n t mental a b i l i t i e s
d. a comparison o f th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups o f ch ild ren  
w ith  d if fe re n t m iddle-class so c ia l lev e ls
6. At th e  p o s t- te s t  (Spring) co n d itio n , th e re  i s  a  d iffe ren ce  
in  perceptual-m otor m aturation of
a . ch ild ren  who have preschool experience (P .E .) and 
ch ild ren  who do not have preschool experience (N .P.E.)
b . a  comparison o f th e  males in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups,
and females in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c. a comparison of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith  d iffe re n t mental a b i l i t i e s
d. a  comparison of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups of ch ild ren  
w ith  d iffe re n t m iddle-class s o c ia l lev e ls
7. There i s  a d iffe rence  in  p r e - te s t  and p o s t- te s t  ( F a l l -  
Spring) comparisons o f b read th  of achievement gain  in  
read ing  of
a . ch ild ren  who have a ttended  preschool (P .E .) and 
ch ild ren  who have not a ttended  preschool (N .P.E .)
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b . male and female ch ild ren  of the P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c . ch ild ren  o f d if fe re n t  mental a b i l i t i e s  in  th e  P.E. and 
N.P.E. groups
d. ch ild ren  of d if f e re n t  m iddle-class so c ia l le v e ls  of 
th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
8. There i s  a d iffe ren ce  in  p re - te s t  and p o s t- te s t  (F a ll -
Spring) comparisons o f b readth  of achievement gain  in
arith m etic  o f
a . ch ild ren  who have a ttended  preschool (P.E. ) and 
ch ild ren  who have not attended preschool (N .P.E.)
b . male and female ch ild ren  o f th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c. ch ild ren  o f d if fe re n t  mental a b i l i t i e s  o f th e  P.E. and
N.P.E. groups
d. ch ild ren  o f d if fe re n t m iddle-class so c ia l le v e ls  o f th e  
P.E. and N.P.E. groups
9. There i s  a  d iffe ren ce  in  p re - te s t  and p o s t- te s t  (F a l l -
Spring) comparisons o f b readth  of achievement gain  in
perceptual-m otor m aturation of
a . ch ild ren  who have attended  preschool (P .E .) and 
ch ild ren  who have not attended  preschool (N .P.E.)
b . male and female ch ild ren  of th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
c . ch ild ren  o f d if fe re n t  mental a b i l i t i e s  of th e  P.E. and
N.P.E. groups
d. ch ild ren  of d if fe re n t  m iddle-class so c ia l le v e ls  of 
th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups
CHAPTER I I  
METHODOLOGY
The presen t study i s  a comparative study of th e  re la tio n s h ip  
between preschool experience and f ir s t-g r a d e  achievement o f socioeco­
nomic m iddle-class ch ild ren . The independent v a riab les  of preschool 
experience (P .E .) or no preschool experience (N.P.E.) are  th e  major com­
parison  v a r ia b le s . The f ir s t-g ra d e  ch ild ren  who are  randomly se le c ted  
in to  th e  study have already had e i th e r  P.E. or N.P.E. Thus, th e  study 
i s  ex post fa c to  in  n a tu re , w ith  th e  concomitant lo ss  of co n tro l over a 
number of v a r ia b le s . Since over one hundred ch ild ren  are  se le c ted  in to  
th e  study, teach er d ifferen ces a t  th e  preschool and f ir s t-g ra d e  le v e ls  
are  not co n tro lled . However, co n tro l over th e  preschool curriculum  i s  
obtained to  a degree, by se le c tin g  only those ch ild ren  who experienced a 
t r a d i t io n a l  enrichment preschool program as opposed to  an in s tru c t io n a l ,  
cognitive o rien ted  program. (A ty p ic a l  program i s  presented as Appendix 
F. ) A ll f ir s t-g ra d e  ch ild ren  se le c ted  in to  th e  study w i l l  experience a 
se lf-co n ta in ed  classroom in s tru c t io n a l  approach. F irs t-g rad e  c u rr ic u -  
lums o f th e  s ix  schools re v ea l more s im i la r i t ie s ,  than  d iffe ren ces  in  
t h e i r  curriculum  approach. A d e ta ile d  d escrip tio n  of th e  f ir s t-g ra d e  
curriculum  i s  presented in  t h i s  paper. The dependent v a riab le  o f 
achievement performance (reading and a rith m etic ) and perceptual-m otor 
development a re  measured a t  two co n d itio n s, p re - te s t and p o s t - te s t ,  cov­
ering  a five-month period . Subject v a riab le s  of sex I .Q . , len g th  of 
preschool experience a t  fou r le v e ls ,  and socioeconomic m iddle-class a t
A4
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th re e  lev e ls  (lower-m iddle, middle-middle, and upper-nniddle) are 
observed as they  a f fe c t  th e  dependent v a ria b le s .
Sub.lects. Two groups of approximately 60 f ir s t-g ra d e  ch ild ren  
w il l  comprise th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups. A ll 120 ch ild ren  w i l l  be 
Caucasian and of m iddle-class socioeconomic s ta tu s .  A ll su b jec ts  a re  
w ith in  th e  I .Q . range 75 to  125. These sub jec ts  se le c ted  in to  th e  P.E. 
group w il l  have a minimum of 9 months preschool t ra in in g ,  w ith  a maxi­
mum of 27 months. The socioeconomic lev e ls  o f th e  su b jec ts  w i l l  f a l l  
in to  one of th e  follow ing middle c la ss  p a r t i t io n s :  upper-m iddle, 
middle-middle and low er^niddle. Length of preschool experience of th e  
sub jec ts  w i l l  be p a r tit io n e d  in to  th e  follow ing le v e ls  : zero months (no
preschool experience), one to  nine months (one year experience), te n  to  
eighteen months (1-^ to  2 years experience), and n ineteen  to  twenty-seven 
months (2^ to  3 years experience). Appropriate appendices w i l l  provide 
a  d e ta ile d  d e sc rip tio n  o f sub ject c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  such as  exact number 
o f males and females in  th e  P.E. and N.P.E. groups; means and standard 
dev ia tions of chronological ages; I .Q . 's ,  socioeconomic index le v e l ,  
months of P.E. experience of male and female su b je c ts , and data on th e  
performance o f th e  dependent v a r ia b le s . (See Appendices I  and J . )
Subject se le c tio n . S ix schools in  two school systems w i l l  be 
se lec ted  as p a r tic ip a tin g  schools. These schools are  in  predomi­
nan tly  n d d d le -c la ss -re s id e n tia l areas as concurred by th e  adm inistra­
to r s  of th e  resp ec tiv e  school systems and by th e  Ouachita P arish  Tax 
A ssessor. The f i r s t  determ ination in  subject s e le c tio n  w i l l  be to  
id e n tify  a l l  Caucasian f ir s t-g ra d e  students who have had preschool
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t r a in in g  and those who have no tra in in g . The Warner, Meeker and E e l l 's  
Scale w i l l  then  be applied  to  se le c t those who meet th e  es tab lish ed  
so c ia l-c la s s  s ta tu s  requirem ent. A ll those f ir s t-g ra d e rs  in  th e  two 
ca teg o ries  (P.E. and N .P.E.) who do not meet th e  so c ia l-c la s s  req u ire ­
ment (those over 40 and under 23 weighted score equ ivalen ts) w il l  be 
elim inated  from th e  sampling. Those students who remain w i l l  be 
se le c ted  and placed in  th e  re sp ec tiv e  groups (P.E. and N .P.E .) by th e  
use o f th e  s t r a t i f i e d  constant san^üng technique w ith random ization. 
The constant o f 38 percent w i l l  be used in  se lec tin g  th e  sample of 
approximately 120 su b jec ts . Nineteen percent preschool experienced and 
n ineteen  percent non-preschool experienced ch ild ren  w i l l  be se lec ted  
from th e  t o t a l  number of Caucasian f ir s t-g ra d e rs  in  each o f th e  six  
pa irtic ip a tin g  schools. The sample obtained by th e  constant method w i l l  
not y ie ld  a sample p rec ise ly  p roportional to  th e  population . However, 
schools w ith  th e  la rg e s t f i r s t  grade enrollment w il l  have th e  g re a te s t 
re p re se n ta tio n  in  th e  sample. Since each of th e  schools w i l l  not be 
analyzed as a separate e n ti ty , exact p roportional rep re sen ta tio n  i s  not 
necessary (Fox, I 969) .
In  terms of t o t a l  number o f ch ild ren  making up th e  ’’population 
group,” th e  f in a l  sampling of approximately 120 ch ild ren  would not 
exhaust th e  population and w i l l  provide a good sanç)le. The follow ing 
rep re sen ts  th e  t o t a l  number o f f i r s t  grades, t o t a l  number o f f i r s t  
grade ch ild ren , Caucasian ch ild ren  only, p resently*  en ro lled  in  f i r s t  
grades of th e  s ix  schools se lec ted  fo r  th e  study.
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Number T o ta l Number of T o ta l Number
of F i r s t Children in of Caucasian
School Grades F ir s t  Grades F irst-G raders
#1 3 72 68
#2 2 44 37
#3 3 79 45
#4 2 45 36
#5 4 88 87
#6 JL 60 -A2
Totals 17 388 322
♦Membership t o t a l s  presented  are  fo r  the  1972-73 school y ea r, 2nd 
month, supplied  by th e  p a r tic ip a tin g  school systems.
From th e  t o t a l  number of Caucasian f ir s t-g ra d e  studen ts a t  th ese  
schools, approximately 90^  of th e  322 w i l l  be e l ig ib le  fo r  th e  s o c ia l-  
c la ss  ranks as defined  fo r  th i s  study. A check of th e  school records 
a lso  in d ic a te s  th a t  a  r a t io  of 65^  have had to  35^ have not had pre­
school experience. Due to  th e  considerable reduced number of N.P.E. 
ch ild ren , th e  population  group w il l  be somewhat more exhausted fo r  th e  
N.P.E. sample s e le c tio n  than  fo r  th e  P.E. group. F irs t-g ra d e  rep ea te rs  
w il l  not be used in  th e  study
Research Design. The b asic  research  model o f th e  study i s  a 
two-group p re te s t-p o s t te s t  con tro l design w ith  random ization. With "X" 
rep resen ting  th e  exposure of a group to  a treatm ent or an event, th e  
e ffe c ts  of which a re  to  be measured; •’0” some process of measurement; 
"R" random assignment to  separate groups; a le f t - to - r ig h t  dimension 
rep resen ting  th e  tem poral o rder; and w ith th e  ”0 's "  in  a v e r t ic a l  
dimension rep resen tin g  simultaneous measurement; a graphic rep resen ta­
t io n  i s  achieved.
us
P re - te s t  P o s t- te s t  
(k*oup I  R X 0 0
Gbroup H R  0 0
The symbol "X" in  th is  study in d ic a te s  th a t  su b jec ts  from Group
I  have obtained preschool educational t ra in in g  and th e  absence of "X”
fo r  Group I I  in d ic a te s  no experience in  preschool t r a in in g . The ’*0's” 
rep resen t th e  simultaneous measurement of achievement (reading and 
a rith m e tic )  and perceptual-m otor development a t  two con d itio n s, pre­
t e s t  and p o s t- te s t ,  fo r  both groups. A five-month in te rv a l  i s  rep re­
sented by th e  row dimension. Randomization i s  obtained fo r  both groups.
Procedure. A ll sub jec ts  w i l l  be te s te d  in d iv id u a lly . Children 
w i l l  be te s te d  (p re - te s t  condition) in  th e  l a s t  two weeks in  October, 
1972, to  allow  enough time fo r  accommodation to  th e i r  school s e tt in g . 
P o s t- te s tin g  w i l l  occur th e  f i r s t  two weeks in  A p ril, 1973, allow ing a 
f u l l  f iv e  months of f ir s t-g ra d e  experience between p re -  and p o s t- te s t  
cond itions. Three p ro fessio n a l d iag n o stic ian s  w il l  a s s i s t  th e  w rite r  
in  th e  data  c o lle c tio n . One has a Ph.D ., one has two m asters degrees, 
and th e  o th er has a masters degree. A ll th re e  have taugh t in  both the  
public  school and a t  the college le v e ls .  A ll a re  employed o r have been 
employed a t  th e  Northeast Louisiana S pecial Education C enter, Monroe, 
Louisiana. Each has an average of s ix  years of experience in  th e  eval­
u a tio n  of school ch ild ren . They fu r th e r  meet th e  requirem ents of "com­
peten t au th o rity "  in  Special Education s e t down by th e  Louisiana S ta te  
Board o f Education, Special Education Department, Baton Rouge,
49
Louisiana. Two of the  four examiners w ill  adm inister th e  Wide Range 
Achievement Test (WRAT) only , as they  are s k il le d  in  t h i s  to o l .  The 
o th er two examiners w il l  adm in ister the Peabody P ic tu re  Vocabulary Test 
(PPVT) and th e  Bender-G estalt t e s t s  as they  have s k i l l  i n  adm inistering 
hundreds of th ese  t e s t s .  The w r ite r  and one of th e  examiners w il l  
sep a ra te ly  score a l l  th e  Bender t e s t  r e s u l ts  and consult on th e  f in a l  
scoring . Although th e  Bender Scoring System by Koppitz i s  standardized, 
some sub jec tive  judgments a re  necessary . This procedure o f  separa te ly  
scoring  and consu lta tion  w i l l  enhance the  accuracy of th e  t o t a l  scores 
obtained.
The t o t a l  te s t in g  tim e per ch ild  i s  a n tic ip a te d  to  be 30 to  45 
minutes a t  the  p re - te s t  and, of course, th e  same a t  th e  p o s t- te s t  con­
d it io n . No sp ec ia l in s tru c tio n s  or reh ea rsa l fo r  th e  experienced 
examiners w il l  be necessary , as s t r i c t  follow ing of th e  standardized 
in s tru c tio n s  fo r each of th e  t e s t s  adm inistered w i l l  be accomplished. 
The teach ers  w il l  give th e i r  studen ts advance n o tice  o f th e  te s t in g  and 
were in s tru c te d  to  t e l l  th e  ch ild ren  th a t  some men would "play some 
p ic tu re  games" w ith  them. The ch ild ren  w i l l  be esco rted  to  and from 
th e i r  c la sse s , to  the  te s t in g  rooms, by one of th e  examiners. No d if ­
f ic u l ty  i s  a n tic ip a ted  in  e s ta b lish in g  rapport w ith  th e  su b jec ts . Per­
m ission has been granted  by th e  two school boards, th e  p r in c ip a l and 
teach ers  of th e  resp ec tiv e  schools to  use t h e i r  ch ild ren . (See 
Appendices B and C.) P a ren ta l perm ission i s  not necessary , as was 
informed by the  school systems. Adequate physica l te s t in g  conditions 
are  assured as th e  w rite r  has previously  te s te d  in  th e se  s ix  schools.
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Instrum enta tion» The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) (Ja s tak  
and Ja s ta k , 1965)1 Peabody P ic tu re  Vocabulary Test (PPVT) (Dunn, I 965) ,  
Bender-G estalt Test fo r  Young Children (Koppitz, 1964) and th e  Warner, 
Meeker and E e ll ’s Scale (1957) are  th e  instrum ents to  be used to  mea­
sure achievement, I .Q . ,  perceptual-m otor development, and s o c ia l  index 
le v e l, re sp e c tiv e ly . These t e s t s  are  se le c ted  fo r  th e i r  o b je c tiv ity  
and ease in  ad m in istra tio n  and scoring , as w ell as th e i r  rep o rted  high 
lev e ls  o f v a l id i ty  and r e l i a b i l i t y .  The WRAT, PPVT, and Bender-G estalt 
have high in te r e s t  appeal to  young ch ild ren  and a lso  req u ire  minimal 
v erb al responses from th e  su b jec ts . The l a t t e r  c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f th e  
t e s t s ,  th a t  i s ,  in  req u irin g  minimal v e rb a l responses, reduces th e  
lik e lih o o d  th a t  th e  r e s u l ts  would be a ffe c te d  by sub jec ts  w ith  speech 
( a r t ic u la tio n )  and language d e fic ie n c ie s . B revity  of th e  t e s t s  i s  a lso  
considered since over one hundred ch ild ren  a re  planned as su b jec ts  fo r  
th e  study. (A d e ta ile d  d e sc rip tio n  of each o f th e  instrum ents i s  pre­
sented in  Appendix G.)
D escrip tion  o f T rad itio n a l Enrichment Preschool. Children 
se lec ted  as p a r t  o f th e  preschool experience (P .E .) group w i l l  have 
t ra in in g  in  b a s ic a lly  a modified preschool enrichm ent-instruction  pro­
gram as b r ie f ly  described  e a r l i e r  in  th i s  paper. Preschool t r a in in g  i s  
fu rth e r  defined as reg u la r attendance a t  an educational in s t i tu t io n  
outside th e  c h i ld 's  home before reaching th e  age fo r compulsory school 
attendance. Areschool experience w i l l  not be accepted a t  in s t i tu t io n s  
primarily  in tended fo r  care of th e  ch ild ren  ra th e r  than  educate them.
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because fo r  one reason or another t h e i r  parents a re  unable to  look 
a f te r  them a t  home. Personal contact w ith  the  d ire c to rs  of th e  a v a il­
ab le  p r iv a te  preschools in  th e  c i ty  and parish  (county) revealed  s t r ik ­
ing  s im i la r i t ie s  in  th e i r  approach and philosophy to  preschool tra in in g . 
The ch ild ren  se lec ted  fo r  th e  P.E. group w il l  have experience b a s ic a lly  
in  an enrichment program with minimal formal in s tru c tio n  in  academics. 
F irs t-g rad e  ch ild ren  who attended a s t r i c t l y  in s tru c t io n a l  o r te a ch e r-  
and-goal o rien ted  preschool w il l  not be included in  th e  study. A com­
p o s ite  p ic tu re  of th e  type of preschool experience by those in  th e  P.E. 
group i s  charac terized  by the fo llow ing: p ra c tic a lly  a l l  th e  preschools
in  th e  study a re  church supported, no n -p ro fit school e s ta b lish ed  as a 
serv ice  to  th e  community; most (over 90^) of the  preschool teach ers  
have a t  le a s t  a bachelor’s degree in  education; most describe th e i r  
programs as a  challenging program w ithout pressure in  terms of formal 
read iness and academics; number and reading read iness o p p o rtu n ities  are 
in troduced  not through e x p lic i t  in s tru c tio n  or d ire c tio n  bu t through 
games, music, a lphabet, s to r ie s ,  dram atic p lay , a r t ,  sc ience , h is to ry , 
movies, f re e  p lay , physical education, poems, and sp ec ia l v i s i to r s .  
S pecia l number and reading workbooks a re  not introduced u n t i l  such 
preparatory  work i s  accomplished in  terms of developing se lf-co n cep t, 
se lf-understand ing , peer re la tio n sh ip  development, and s a tis fa c to ry  
emotional m aturity . Most o f th e  d ire c to rs  interview ed d id  not f e e l  
workbooks s t i f l e d  c re a tiv ity  in  t h e i r  ch ild ren , because they  were not 
used exc lusive ly  in  th e  t o t a l  program. In  a ty p ic a l  nursery  o r kinder­
g arten  c la s s ,  workbooks were not in troduced u n t i l  th e  l a s t  h a lf  o f the
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•'school y e a r ,"  and then used in  a  co n tro lled  and in te rm itte n t fash ion , 
such as only two days a week. The general philosophy of th e  preschool 
programs used in  th is  study i s  th a t  a t  th e  preschool le v e l, a t te n t io n  
i s  focused on th e  ch ild . Elementary schools must focus on s k i l l s  to  be 
learned.
Children a tten d  e i th e r  nursery  or k indergarten from 8:00 a.m. to  
11:00 a .m ., f iv e  days a week. An example o f a d a ily  schedule of a 
ty p ic a l  enrichment preschool program w i l l  be included in  an appendix. 
The schedule provided i s  an a c tu a l d a ily  schedule of one of th e  par­
t ic ip a t in g  preschools.
D escription of school systems and th e  f i r s t  grade. S ix  schools, 
rep resen tin g  17 f ir s t-g ra d e  c la s se s , in  two school systems w i l l  be used 
in  th e  study. The Monroe C ity  School System, Monroe, L ouisiana, which 
re g is te re d  9*806 school ch ild ren  (1972-73 school term) and th e  Ouachita 
P arish  School System, Ouachita P arish  ( in  which th e  C ity  of Monroe 
re s id e s ) ,  which en ro lled  17,800 ch ild ren , represen t th e  school systems. 
Both of th e  school systems have b a s ic a lly  a  "neighborhood school" con­
cept or a  zoning breakdown in  th e  placement of the  ch ild ren  in  th e  
schools. Thus, th e re  a re  sev e ra l schools located  in  b a s ic a lly  m iddle- 
c la ss  r e s id e n t ia l  a reas. W ithin th ese  two school systems, th e re  i s  one 
public  k indergarten  program (1972-73)» With an improvement i n  th e  
fin an ces, th e  school systems p lan  fo r  an eventual comprehensive pre­
school program.
Grade-one curriculum  w ith in  th ese  schools p laces emphasis upon
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th e  language a r t s  and mathematics but a lso  s tre s se s  th e  c h i ld 's  d ev e l- 
opnent i n  th e  area of so c ia l l iv in g , physica l education, a r t  and music. 
S o c ia l s tu d ie s  are  included in to  th e  curriculum  in  order to  widen th e  
s tu d e n ts ' understanding and awareness of th e  world about them. Imple­
m entation of a  curriculum philosophy i s  generally  l e f t  up to  the  
in d iv id u a l school, and th e  t r a d i t io n a l  se lf-co n ta in ed  primary classroom 
approach i s  generally  used. (The w r ite r  has interview ed a l l  th e  p r in ­
c ip a ls  o f th e  s ix  schools to  be se le c te d  in to  the  study, f ir s t-g ra d e  
curriculum  and goals in  th e  teach ing  of th e  ch ild ren  were found to  be 
s tr ik in g ly  s im ila r . This i s  to  be expected since a l l  s ix  schools a re  
under th e  same b asic  school board s tru c tu re . The so c ia l c la ss  index of 
th e  teach e rs  included in to  th e  study was a lso  d iscussed. At a l l  
schools, i t  was ascerta in ed  th a t  th e  teach ers  would e a s ily  c la s s ify  as  
socioeconom ically m iddle-class, w ith  s im ila r a sp ira tio n s  and goals fo r  
t h e i r  s tu d e n ts .)
Data a n a ly s is . P re te s t scores (reading , a rith m etic  and 
perceptual-m otor scores) and I.Q . w i l l  be tre a te d  as concomitant v a r i ­
ab les i n  ad ju stin g  th e  p o s t- te s t  scores fo r  th e  re su ltin g  analyses o f 
v a rian ces . U til iz in g  th e  p re te s t  scores as a  concomitant v a riab le  
o f fe rs  a  more p rec ise  an a ly s is  and i s  p re fe rab le  to  simple p r e te s t ,  
p o s t- te s t  gain-score comparisons. I.Q . scores a re  more r e a l i s t i c a l l y  
u t i l i z e d  as a  concomitant (continuous) v a riab le  than  a r t i f i c i a l l y  par­
t i t io n e d  in to  le v e ls . The model fo r  th e  re su lt in g  "treatm ent by
2
le v e ls"  an a ly s is  o f variance w i l l  be f ix e d , w ith an e r ro r  term  o f Sw
54
fo r  in te ra c t io n , row and column e f fe c ts .  The th re e  s t a t i s t i c a l  models 
( fo r  read ing , a rith m e tic , and perceptual-m otor scores) presented  in  
Appendix M depict th e  sp e c if ic  treatm ent by le v e ls  design and in te r ­
ac tio n  e f fe c ts  th a t  w i l l  be examined in  th e  study. Standard scores 
ra th e r  th an  g rad e-lev el performances in  reading and a rith m etic  w i l l  be 
used as they  ad ju st fo r  th e  s l ig h t  d ifferences in  chronological ages of 
th e  su b je c ts . The Bender-Ciestalt (perceptual-m otor) scoring  e rro rs  
made by th e  su b jec ts  w il l  be converted in to  standard sco res, thus 
making possib le  comparisons a t  a l l  chronological ages. (See Appendix 
K.)
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APPENDIX B
PERMISSION LETTER TO CONDUCT STUDY 
FROM THE OUACHITA PARISH SCHOOL SYSTEM
too ORV sTRorr ' M e
Monroe. Louisiana 71201
October 16, 1972
Dear P r in c ip a l:
Mr. John M ore lia , S p ec ia l Education Department o f N ortheast 
L ouisiana U n iv e rs ity , i s  p re se n tly  engaged in  doing re sea rch  on 
th e  in flu en c e  o f p re -sch o o l t r a in in g  on e lem entary  s tu d e n ts . We 
f e e l  th a t  th is  i s  a w orthw hile endeavor, and i f  i t  meets w ith  your 
approval p lease  f e e l  f re e  to  p a r t ic ip a te .
S in cere ly  y o u rs .
' J .  M. Waldrop, Co-O rdinator 
Elementary I n s t r u c t io n ,  
Personnel
JMW:mr
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APPENDIX C
PERMISSION LETTER TO CONDUCT STUDY 
FROM THE MONROE CITY SCHOOL SY5TIM
MONROE CITY SCHOOLS
m. o. #0% «ICO 
M O N R O E ; L O U ISIA N A
October 3 j 1972
Nk". John M orelia, a s so c ia te  p ro fessor of 
Psychology a t  N ortheast Louisiana U n iversity , 
has been granted  perm ission to  do some screen­
ing  and te s t in g  o f f i r s t  grade pupils in  the 
Monroe C ity  Schools so as  to  gather inform ation 
fo r  h is  d o c to ra l d is s e r ta t io n .
He has agreed to  share the  re s u l ts  o f h is  
te s t in g  w ith  the schools involved when the  study 
i s  completed.
P lease g ive Mr. M orelia your cooperation 
in so fa r  as i t  does not in te r f e r e  to  any appre­
c ia b le  ex ten t w ith  your in s tru c tio n a l program.
S incere ly ,
B. A. P etterson  
Acting Superintendent
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APPENDIX D
SCHOOIS RATED BY DWELLING AREA CHARACTERISTICS
1. Very High;
2. High:
3 . Above Average:
4. AverageÎ
5* Below Average :
6 , Low:
7. Very Low:
River Oaks
Sain t C hristopher’s
S ain t P a u l 's
F i r s t  Methodist K indergarten, Monroe
Lexington
S a l l ie  Humble
Jesu s, th e  Good Shepherd
Jack Hayes
K iro li
Lakeshore
L i t t l e  Red Schoolhouse, Town and Country
Claiborne
Drew
F irs t  B ap tis t K indergarten, West Monroe 
Highland P resby terian  K indergarten, West Monroe 
Highland Elementary
L i t t l e  Red Schoolhouse, B la ir  S t . , West Monroe
Minnie R uffin
Ouachita Ju n io r High
Parkview K indergarten
P inecrest
Sherrouse
Fatima
Barkdull-Faulk
Bethel B ap tis t Day Care
C entral
C lara H all
Lenwil
Lida Benton
L i t t l e  Flower Acadeny
Logtown
M illsaps
R iser
Robinson
S t. P a sc a l 's
Shady Grove
Swartz
A. L. Smith
West Monroe Kindergarten 
Woodlawn
Calypso Day Care Center
Crosley
Lincoln
Ransom
Swayze
Clark
Georgia Tucker
* Schools se lec ted  in to  th e  study.
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APPENDIX E
SUPPORTIVE LETTER OF THE DWELLING AREA. 
CHARACTERISTICS BY THE OUACHITA PARISH ASSESSOR
«M iU
G D I S  RUSSELL
ASSESSOR 
OUACHITA PARISH 
P. 0 .  BOX 1127 -  MONROE. LOUISIANA 71201
WAYNE HUFF 
Chlaf 0«puty
RUSSELL MYATT 
A n ltton t Chief Deputy
October 12, 1972
Kre John M orelia 
3U Katy Lane 
Monroe, Louisiana
Dear Mr# M orelia,
I  have examined your l i s t i n g  o f "Schools Rated by Dwelling Area 
C h a ra c te r is tic s " , and in  my opinion, as  A ssessor fo r  Ouachita P a rish , 
the schools a re  c o r re c tly  ra te d .
P lease c a l l  on me i f  I  can be o f fu r th e r  serv ice  to  you.
S incerely  yours.
Odis R ussell
^9
APPENDIX F
AN ENRICHMENT PRESCHOOL SCHEDULE PROVIDED 
BY ONE OF THE PARTICIPATING PRESCHOOLS
Daily schedule is  f le x ib le  from th is  s truc tu re
Monday
8:15 -  9:00 
9:00 -  9:30 
9:30 -  9:50 
9:50 -10:20 
10:25 -10:45 
10:45 -11:10
Tuesday
8:15 -  9:00 
9:00 - 9:30 
9:30 -  9:50 
9:50 -10:45 
10:45 -11:10
Wednesday
8:15 - 9:00 
9:00 - 9:30 
9:30 - 9:50 
9:50 -10:20 
10:25 -10:45 
10:45 -11 :1G
Free Play
Science Homeroom
A rt
Break - Outside and ins ide play or movie 
Music and s to ry  
Games and exercises
Free Play
Numbers Homeroom
Free Play
Weekly Readers o r French 
Story
Free Play 
Work Books 
A rt
Break - Outside and ins ide play or movie 
Music - Story 
Games and exercises
Thursday
8:15 -  9:00 
9:00 - 9:30 
9:30 -  9:50 
9:50 -10:20 
10:25 -10:45 
10:45 -11 :10
Friday
8:15 - 9:00 
9:00 - 9:30 
9:30 - 9:50 
9:50 -10:20 
10:25 -10:45 
10:45 -11:10
Free Play
Science Homeroom
Free Play
Break -  Outside, ins ide  play - Movie
Music - French
Story
Free time 
Numbers
Workbook (Reading)
Break - Outside, ins ide  play o r music
Music - Story
H istory
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APPENDIX G
DATA SHEET FOR PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCED (PE) 
SUBJECTS FOR PRE- AND POST-TEST CONDITIONS
CODE FOR REAJ)ING APPENDICES G AND H
ST. NO. -  Student Number 
SEX -  Male 1 , Female 2 
S .E .I .  -  S o c ia l Class Index
P.E. -  Preschool Experience (Months)
C.A. -  Chronological Age (Years, Months) 
M.A. -  Mental Age (Y ears, Months)
*R.G.L. -  Reading Grade Level 
R .S.S. -  Reading Standard Score 
♦AR.G.L. -  A rithm etic Grade Level 
AR.S.S. -  A rithm etic Standard Score
B.E. -  Bender E rro rs
*To compute th e  a c tu a l le v e l ,  su b trac t a whole number 2(two) 
from th e  fig u re  p resen t -  Exanç>les, S t .  No. 6, Reading 
(P re-T est) 35 -  2 .0  « 1 .5  (1 s t  grade, 5th month). Student 
No. 14, Reading 2? -  2 .0  = K.7 (K indergarten ? th  month).
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APPENDIX H
DATA SHEET FOR NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE (NPE) 
SUBJECTS FOR PRE- AND POST-TEST CONDITIONS
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APPENDIX I
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRESCHOOL GROUP 
BY SEX, TOTAL SUBJECTS AT PRE- AND 
POST-TEST CONDITIONS
PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE (PE)
MLE FEMALE
N = 53
Males = 25 
Females = 28
TOTAL
MEAN ST DEV MEAN ST DEV MEAN ST DEV
SEX 3 1 .4 4 .7 32.1 5.0 3 1 .8 4 .9
CA in  Months— 
Pre-Test 75.6 3 .2 75.6 3 .7 75.6 3 .5
MA in  Months— 
Pre-T est 84.0 13 .2 83.8 13 .4 83.9 13.3
MA in  Months— 
Post-Test 88.0 12.5 89.3 10.8 88.7 11.6
IQ Pre-T est 106.9 9.1 106.3 10.4 106,6 9.8
IQ Post-Test 105.5 11.8 105.6 9 .6 105.5 10 .7
RGL—Pre-T est 1.3 .33 1 .4 .34 1 .4 .34
RGL—Post—Test 2.1 .41 2.2 .42 2.1 .41
AGL—Pre-T est 1.5 .35 1.6 .36 1.6 .36
AGL—Post—Test 2.1 .41 2.2 .41 2.2 .41
Bender Eirrors— 
Pre-Test 8.0 4.1 7.3 3 .6 7.6 3 .9
Bender E rro rs—  
Post-T est 6.7 3 .5 6 .3 3 .8 6 .5 3 .7
PE in  Months 14 .4 6.5 15.5 6 .6 14.9 6 .5
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APPENDIX J
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF NO PRESCHOOL GROUP 
BY SEX, TOTAL SUBJECTS AT PR&- AND 
POST-TEST CONDITIONS
MALE
NO PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE (NPE)
FEMALE TOTAL
MEAN ST DEV MEAN ST DEV MEAN ST DEV
SEI 36.4 3 .7 36.0 2.9 36.2 3.3
CA in  Months—  
Pre-Test 76.2 4.1 74.3 3 .5 75.2 3 .9
MA in  Months—  
Pre-Test 75.4 13.4 74.3 12.4 74.8 12.9
MA in  Months—  
Post-T est 82.4 14.8 80.9 10.8 81.6 12.9
IQ Pre-Test 98.6 12.7 98.7 10.8 98.6 11.7
IQ Post-T est 100.1 11.9 100.3 11.7 100.2 11.8
RGL——Are—T est 0.9 .29 1.1 .31 1.0 .30
RGL—Post—Test 1.6 .36 1 .8 .38 1.7 .37
AGL——Pr e—Te s t 1.1 .31 1.1 .31 1.1 .31
AGL——Post—T e s t 1.8 .38 1 .8 .38 1.8 .38
Bender Errors—  
Pre-Test 11.0 5.9 9 .4 3.3 10.2 4 .8
Bender Errors—  
Post-T est 9.0 4.5 8.3 3 .4 8.6 4.0
N = 53
Males = 25 
Females = 28
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APPENDIX K
CONVERSION TABLE OF BENDER-GESTALT ERRORS TO 
STANDARD SCORES AT PRE- AND POST-TEST 
CONDITIONS FOR ALL SUBJECTS
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APPENDIX L
DESCRIPTION OF INSTRUMENTS
Instrum entation . The follow ing a re  th e  t e s t s  used to  measure 
reading and a rith m etic  achievement, in te l le c tu a l  le v e l,  p e rcep tu a l- 
motor development, and socioeconomic le v e l.
I .  Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) (Jas tak  4  Ja s tak , I 965) 
Reading and A rithm etic , Level I ,  o f th e  WRAT co n sis ts  o f th e  
follow ing ta sk s  :
Reading: 1 . At th e  pre-reading  le v e l:
a) Naming two l e t t e r s  in  previously  w ritte n  or 
p r in te d  name
b) Id en tify in g  10 l e t t e r s  by form
c) Naming 13 l e t t e r s  of the  alphabet 
2. At th e  reading le v e l:
d) Reading and pronouncing 75 words 
A rithm etic: 1. The o ra l  p a rt o f th e  sub tes t co n sis ts  o f:
a) Counting 15 dots
b) Reading 5 d ig i ts
c) Showing 3 and 8 f in g e rs
d) T e llin g  which number i s  more: 9 or 6;
42 o r 28
2. The w ritte n  p a rt co n s is ts  of 43 computation
problems
The t o t a l  scores fo r  reading  and a rith m etic  (raw scores) can be 
converted to  any of th e  th re e  types of derived score: grade le v e l ,  
standard sco re , p e rc e n tile  rank . The standard score a d ju s ts  fo r  th e  
chronological age of th e  su b je c t, which i s  computed on a three-month 
in te rv a l.
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S p li t -h a lf  r e l i a b i l i t y  co rre la tio n s  c o e ff ic ie n ts  range from .92 
to  .98 fo r  reading (and sp e llin g ) t e s t s  and from .85 to  .92  fo r  th e  
a rith m etic  t e s t .  The c o rre la tio n  between th e  WRAT and th e  Weschler 
In te llig e n c e  Scale fo r  Children (a t  5-7 year le v e ls )  fo r  P u ll Scale 
I .Q .,  i s :  reading  .60 , sp e llin g  .71» and a rith m etic  .77 . R e lia b il i ty  
s tu d ies  on th e  WRAT in d ic a te  c o rre la tio n  c o e ff ic ie n ts  o f +.78 to  +.88 
on various measures (WRAT MANUAL, I 965) .
I I .  Peabody P ic tu re  Vocabulary Test (PPVT) (Dunn, 19^5) w i l l  be used 
as th e  instrum ent to  measure in te l le c tu a l  le v e l .  The PPVT i s  an 
untimed t e s t ,  adm inistered in  15 minutes or le ss  w ith  3 p rac tice  
and 150 t e s t  p la te s ,  w ith  four stim ulus p ic tu re s  on each t e s t  
p la te .  There a re  two t e s t  forms. Form A and Form B. Form A w il l  
be used in  th e  p re - te s t  condition and Form B a t  th e  p o s t- te s t  
condition . The examiner reads the  stim ulus word, and th e  subject 
responds by po in ting  to ,  giving the number o f , o r otherw ise 
in d ic a tin g  th e  p ic tu re  best i l lu s t r a t in g  th e  word. The t o t a l  
score (raw score) can be converted to  any o f th re e  types o f 
derived sco re : p e rc en tile  rank, mental age, or standard devia­
t io n  I.Q . w ith  a  mean of 100 and a standard  dev ia tio n  of 15. 
C orre la tions w ith  S tanford-B inet mental ages are  in  th e  order o f 
high 7 0 's  and low 80*s . With th e  Weschler In te llig e n c e  Scale fo r  
Children (WISC), I.Q . co rre la tio n s  run in  th e  high 70*s and low 
80*3. (Reviewed by lyman, H. 6 . ,  i n  Buros* I 965 e d i t io n .)  A
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c o e ff ic ie n t of .88 fo r  t e s t - r e t e s t  s ta b i l i ty  was reported  fo r  
th i s  t e s t  (ifoed, Wright & James, 1963).
I I I .  The Bender-G estalt Test fo r  Young Children (Koppitz, I 964) w il l  
be used to  ob tain  q u an tif ie d  score s ta tu se s  on perceptual-m otor 
m aturation of th e  ch ild ren  in  the  study. The Bender-Gestalt 
needs l i t t l e  in tro d u c tio n . A widely used c l in ic a l  t e s t ,  i t  con­
s i s t s  of nine fig u res  which are  presented one a t  a time and which 
th e  sub jec t i s  asked to  copy on a blank piece of paper. The 
Bender-G estalt has been used by c lin ic ia n s  as a  p ro jec tiv e  tech­
n ique, a t e s t  fo r  diagnosing b ra in  in ju ry , a  t e s t  fo r  i n t e l l i ­
gence fo r  re tarded  in d iv id u a ls  and as a t e s t  o f school achieve­
ment fo r  re ta rd ed  p u p ils . In  th is  study, i t  w i l l  be used as a 
v isual-m otor developmental measurement, as o r ig in a lly  designed 
by Dr. L auretta  Bender in  1938. K oppitz 's developmental "Bender 
Scoring System" co n s is ts  of 30 m utually exclusive scoring items 
which are  scored as e i th e r  present or absen t. A ll scores are  
added in to  a composite score. Thus, a  ch ild  could th e o re tic a lly  
rece iv e  a composite score of 30. Since th e  Bender Test i s  scored 
fo r  e r ro r s ,  a high score in d ica te s  a poor performance while a low 
score r e f le c ts  a good performance. The Developmental Scoring 
System rep o rts  high sco rer r e l i a b i l i t y  (range .88 to  . 96) ;  high 
t e s t  score r e l i a b i l i t y  ( te s t - r e te s t  r e l i a b i l i ty )  and s ig n if ic a n t 
a b i l i t y  to  d if f e re n t ia te  between high and low achievers (Koppitz,
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1964) .  These measurements were v a lid a ted  ag a in st k indergarten  
and prim ary grade studen ts.
IV. Warner. Meeker and E e l l 's  Scale (1957) fo r  th e  measurement of 
socioeconomic s ta tu s  w il l  e s ta b lis h  "m iddle-classness" fo r  pur­
poses o f th i s  study. The score equivalents of 23 to  50 rep resen t 
uppernniddle to  low er-m iddle-class s ta tu s e s , re sp e c tiv e ly . A 
more sp e c if ic  breakdown of th e  ndddle-classes by Warner, Meeker 
and E e ll  a re  as fo llow s:
Weighted T o ta ls  S ocial-C lass
o f  Ratings Equivalents
23-33 Upper-Middle Class
34-37 Indeterm inate o r Middle-Middle Class
3 5 -5O Lower-Middle Class
While a r a t in g  of 40 to  50 on th e i r  sca le  i s  s t i l l  w ith in  the  
"m idd le-c lass” ca teg o ries , th e  w rite r  w i l l  e lin d n a te  a l l  ch ild ren  
who rank over 40 p o in ts . By not using any ch ild ren  w ith a 40
plus r a t in g ,  th e  p o s s ib i l i t ie s  of includ ing  an upper-lower c lass 
c h ild  in to  th e  sample i s  n e g lig ib le . Rating w i l l  be obtained on 
occupation, dw elling a rea , and source of income. Warner, Meeker 
and E e l l 's  "Index of S ta tu s  C h a rac te ris tic s"  i s  based upon 
ra tin g s  on occupation, source of income, house ty p e , and dwelling 
a re a . They s ta te ,  " I f  th e  data  fo r  any one of th ese  fou r ra tin g s  
a re  lack in g , th e  o ther th re e  should be computed. I f  th e  data fo r 
two o f th e  four a re  lack ing , no index should be attem pted
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(Warner, Meeker and E e l l ,  1957, p. 122)," They provide an 
"adjusted weights" ta b le , which fo llow s below, to  secure a 
"weighted to ta l"  th at i s  "comparable to  th a t secured from four 
weighted products (Warner, Meeker and E e l l ,  1957, p. 124)."
Status
C haracteristic
Weights 
To Be Used 
I f  A ll  
Ratings 
A vailable
Weights To Be Used I f  Ratings On 
One C haracteristic  Missing
Occupation
M issing
Source o f 
Income 
Missing
House Dwelling  
Type Area 
Missing M issing
Occupation 4
Source o f Income 3 
House Type 3
Dwelling Area 2
5
4
3
4
3
5
4
5
4
3
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APPENDIX M
STATISTICAL MODELS FOR THE ANALYSIS OF DATA
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APPENDIX N
SUMMARY TABLES FDR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITHOUT 
THE ADJUSTMENTS FOR PRE-TEST SCORES AND 
I.Q . AS CONCOMITANT VARIATES
TABLE 1
A nalysis of Variance Table fo r  Pre-Test Scores 
in  Reading by Socioeconomic Middle-Class Levels 
(SE)f Sex (S ), In te ll ig e n c e  (IQ ), Preschool Ex­
perience or no Preschool Experience (PE/NPE),
Years of Preschool Experience (Y) and In te ra c tio n s .
Source df MS F
SE 2 1099.68 19. 60**
S 1 323.00 5.75*
IQ 2 1815.37 32 . 35**
PE/NPE 1 1456.87 25. 96**
Y 2 1.43 .02 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 41.87 .74 NS
PE/NPE X S 1 56.50 1.00 NS
PE/NPE X IQ 2 167.25 2.98 NS
E rror 92 56.10
TOTAL 105
*p <  .05
**p < ,01
94
TABLE 2
A nalysis o f Variance Table fo r  Pre-Test Scores in  
Arithm etic by Socioeconomic M iddle-Class Levels 
(SE), Sex (S ) , In te llig e n c e  (IQ ), Preschool Experi­
ence or No Preschool Experience ( PE/NPE), Years o f  
Preschool Experience (Y) and In teraction s
Source df MS F
SE 2 1878.00 19.35**
S 1 187.00 1.92 NS
IQ 2 2733.50 28.16**
PE/NPE 1 2013.00 20.74**
Y 2 33.00 .34 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 39.50 .40 NS
PE/NPE X S 1 7.00 .07 NS
PE/NPE X IQ 2 34.00 .35 NS
E rro r 92 97.04
TOTAL 105
* * p  <  , 0 1
95
table 3
A nalysis of Variance Table fo r  Pre-Test Scores in  
Perceptual-4fotor S k il ls  by Socioeconomic MLddle-Class 
Levels (SB), Se:: (S ), In te llig e n c e  (IQ ), Preschool 
Experience or No Preschool Experience (PE/NPE), Years 
of Preschool Experience (X) and In te rac tio n s
Source df MS F
SE 2 1565.00 5. 92**
S 1 547.00 2 .07  NS
IQ 2 2955.00 11. 19**
PE/NPE 1 2659.00 10. 07**
X 2 351.00 1.32 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 334.50 1 .26  NS
PE/NPE X S 1 90.00 .34  NS
PE/NPE X IQ 2 886.00 3.35*
E rro r 92 264.01
TOTAL 105
*p < .05
**p < .01
96
TABLE 4
A nalysis of Variance Table fo r  Post-Test Scores in  
Reading by Socioeconomic M iddle-Class Levels (SE), 
Sex (S ), In te llig en ce  (IQ ), Preschool Experience or 
No Preschool Experience (PE/NPE), Years of Preschool 
Experience (Y) and In te ra c tio n s
Source df MS F
SE 2 1553.00 16. 60**
S 1 224.00 2.39 NS
IQ 2 1805.00 19. 29**
PE/NPE 1 1406.00 15. 03**
Y 2 169.00 1.80 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 98.50 1.05  NS
PE/NPE X S 1 201.00 2 .1 4  NS
PE/NPE X IQ 2 80.00 .85 NS
Error 92 93.53
TOTAL 105
**p ^ «01
97
TABLE 5
A nalysis of Variance Table fo r  Post-Test Scores in  
A rithm etic by Socioeconomic Middle-Class Levels (SE), 
Sex (S ), In te llig e n c e  (IQ ), Preschool Experience o r 
No Preschool Experience (PE/NPE), Years o f Preschool 
Experience (Y) and In te ra c tio n s
Source df VB F
SE 2 1239.50 12.25**
S 1 8.00 .07 NS
IQ 2 1577.00 15.59**
PE/NPE 1 1072.00 10.60**
Y 2 39.50 .39 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 58.00 .57 NS
PE/NPE X S 1 140.00 1.38 NS
E rror 92 101.11
TOTAL 105
*p <  .05 
< .01
98
TABLE 6
A nalysis o f Variance Table fo r  P ost-T est Scores in
Perceptual-M otor S k il ls  by Socioeconomic Middle- 
C lass Levels (SE), Sex (S ), In te llig e n c e  (IQ ), Pre­
school Experience o r No Preschool Experience (PE/ 
NPE), Years o f Preschool Experience (Y) and In te r ­
ac tio n s
Source df MS F
SE 2 1045.50 4 . 56*
S 1 150.00 .65
IQ 2 1381.00 6. 03**
PE/NPE 1 1970.00 8 . 60**
Y 2 340.00 1.48
PE/NPE X SE 2 410.50 1.79
PE/NPE X S 1 16.00 .06
PE/NPE IQ 2 477.50 2.08
E rro r 92 228.83
TOTAL 105
*p < .05
* * p  <  , 0 1
99
TABLE 7
A nalysis o f Variance Table o f P r e te st-P o stte s t Score 
D ifferences in  Reading by Socioeconomic M iddle-Class 
Levels (SB), Sex (S ) ,  In te llig e n c e  (IQ), Preschool 
Experience or No Preschool Experience ( PE/NPE),
Years o f Preschool Experience (Y), and In teraction s
Source df 16 F
SE 2 45. AO .67  N5
S 1 9.01 .13  NS
IQ 2 153.30 2.27  NS
PE/NPE 1 .46 .006  NS
Y 2 152.72 2 .26  NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 234.14 3 . 46*
PE/NPE X S 1 44.55 .66 N5
PE/NPE X IQ 2 56.74 .84 NS
E rror 92 67.50
TOTAL 
*p < .05
105
100
table 8
A nalysis o f Variance Table o f  P r e te st-P o stte s t Score 
D ifferen ces in  Arithm etic by Socioeconomic Middle-Glass 
L evels (SE), Sex (S ) ,  In te llig e n c e  (IQ), Preschool Ex­
perience or No Preschool Experience ( PE/NPE), Years o f  
Preschool Experience ( ï ) ,  and In teraction s
Source df 16 F
SE 2 78.37 .73 NS
S 1 119.39 1.12 NS
IQ 2 169.81 1.59 NS
PE/NPE 1 147.40 1.38 NS
Y 2 87.90 .82 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 25.68 .2 4  NS
PE/NPE X S 1 87.08 .81 NS
PE/NPE X IQ 2 16.94 .15  NS
E rro r 92 106.46
TOTAL 105
101
TABLE 9
A nalysis o f Variance Table o f  R retest-P osttest Score 
D ifferences in  Perceptual-Motor S k i l ls  by Socioeco­
nomic M iddle-Class Levels (SE), Sex (S ) ,  In te llig e n c e  
flQ)f Preschool Experience or No Preschool Experience 
( PE/NPE), Years o f  Preschool Experience (Y), and In­
tera ctio n s
Source df MS F
SE 2 165.93 1.19 NS
S 1 123.81 .88 NS
IQ 2 679.53 4.88**
PE/NPE 1 51.66 .37 NS
Y 2 127.44 .91 NS
PE/NPE X SE 2 31.71 .22 NS
PE/NPE X S 1 29.88 .21  NS
PE/NPE X IQ 2 33.51 .24  NS
E rror 92 139.14
TOTAL 105
**p <  .01
102
